
 

 
AGENDA  

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, COUNTY OF MONO 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA  

Regular Meetings: The First, 
Second, And Third Tuesday of 
each month. Location of meeting 
is specified at far right. 

Regular Meeting
MEETING LOCATION County 

Courthouse, Bridgeport, CA 
93517

November 13, 2012

TELECONFERENCE LOCATIONS:  1) First and Second Meetings of Each Month: Mammoth Lakes CAO Conference 
Room, 3rd Floor Sierra Center Mall, 452 Old Mammoth Road, Mammoth Lakes, California, 93546; 2) Third Meeting of 
Each Month: Mono County Courthouse, 278 Main, 2nd Floor Board Chambers, Bridgeport, CA 93517. Board Members 
may participate from a teleconference location. Note: Members of the public may attend the open-session portion of the 
meeting from a teleconference location, and may address the board during any one of the opportunities provided on the 
agenda under Opportunity for the Public to Address the Board. 

NOTE: In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act if you need special assistance to participate in this meeting, 
please contact the Clerk of the Board at (760) 932-5534. Notification 48 hours prior to the meeting will enable the County to 
make reasonable arrangements to ensure accessibility to this meeting (See 42 USCS 12132, 28CFR 35.130).  

Full agenda packets are available for the public to review in the Office of the Clerk of the Board (Annex I - 74 North School 
Street, Bridgeport, CA 93517), and in the County Offices located in Minaret Mall, 2nd Floor (437 Old Mammoth Road, 
Mammoth Lakes CA 93546). Any writing distributed less than 72 hours prior to the meeting will be available for public 
inspection in the Office of the Clerk of the Board (Annex I - 74 North School Street, Bridgeport, CA 93517). ON THE WEB: 
You can view the upcoming agenda at www.monocounty.ca.gov. If you would like to receive an automatic copy of this 
agenda by email, please send your request to Lynda Roberts, Clerk of the Board : lroberts@mono.ca.gov. 

UNLESS OTHERWISE SPECIFIED BY TIME, ITEMS SCHEDULED FOR EITHER THE MORNING OR AFTERNOON 
SESSIONS WILL BE HEARD ACCORDING TO AVAILABLE TIME AND PRESENCE OF INTERESTED PERSONS. 
PUBLIC MAY COMMENT ON AGENDA ITEMS AT THE TIME THE ITEM IS HEARD. 

9:00 AM Call meeting to Order 

 Pledge of Allegiance

 OPPORTUNITY FOR THE PUBLIC TO ADDRESS THE BOARD on items of public interest that are 
within the subject matter jurisdiction of the Board. (Speakers may be limited in speaking time dependent 
upon the press of business and number of persons wishing to address the Board.) 



None 

Approximately thru 
10:30 a.m.

CLOSED SESSION

 BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

1a)  Closed Session - Conference with Legal Counsel   - CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL COUNSEL – 
ANTICIPATED LITIGATION. Significant exposure to litigation pursuant to subdivision (b) of Government 
Code section 54956.9. Number of potential cases: one. 

1b)  Closed Session - Conference with Legal Counsel   - CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL COUNSEL – 
ANTICIPATED LITIGATION. Significant exposure to litigation pursuant to subdivision (b) of Government 
Code section 54956.9. Number of potential cases: one.  Facts and circumstances: Claim for Damages 
by Inland Aquaculture Group. 

1c)  Closed Session - Conference with Legal Counsel   - CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL COUNSEL – 
ANTICIPATED LITIGATION. Significant exposure to litigation pursuant to subdivision (b) of Government 
Code section 54956.9. Number of potential cases: one.  Facts and circumstances: dispute regarding 
Conway Ranch grant compliance. 

1d)  Closed Session--Human Resources   - CONFERENCE WITH LABOR NEGOTIATORS. Government 
Code Section 54957.6. Agency designated representative(s): Marshall Rudolph, Brian Muir, and Jim 
Arkens. Employee Organization(s): Mono County Sheriff's Officers Association (aka Deputy Sheriff's 
Association), Local 39--majority representative of Mono County Public Employees (MCPE) and Deputy 
Probation Officers Unit (DPOU), Mono County Paramedic Rescue Association (PARA), Mono County 
Public Safety Officers Association  (PSO), and Mono County Sheriff Department’s Management 
Association (SO Mgmt).  Unrepresented employees:  All. 

 OPPORTUNITY FOR THE PUBLIC TO ADDRESS THE BOARD on items of public interest that are 
within the subject matter jurisdiction of the Board. (Speakers may be limited in speaking time dependent 
upon the press of business and number of persons wishing to address the Board.) 

2) APPROVAL OF MINUTES

3) BOARD MEMBER REPORTS  

The Board may, if time permits, take Board Reports at any time during the meeting and not at a specific 
time. 

Approximately 10 
Minutes

COUNTY ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE

4) CAO Report regarding Board Assignments (Jim Arkens)  
RECOMMENDED ACTION: Receive brief oral report by County Administrative Officer (CAO) regarding 
his activities. 

10:30 a.m. 
Approximately 15 
minutes

DEPARTMENT REPORTS/EMERGING ISSUES 
(PLEASE LIMIT COMMENTS TO FIVE MINUTES EACH) 

Approximately 5 
minutes for 
Consent Items

CONSENT AGENDA 
 

(All matters on the consent agenda are to be approved on one motion 
unless a board member requests separate action on a specific item.) 

 CLERK OF THE BOARD

5a)  No Consent Items   -  
 
*************************************** 

 REGULAR AGENDA 

 CORRESPONDENCE RECEIVED 
(INFORMATIONAL) 
All items listed are available for review and are located in the Office of the Clerk of the Board  

5b)  Suddenlink Letter with Rate Changes   - Letter from Suddenlink dated October 19, 2012 informing the 



Board about rate adjustments, effective December 2012. 
 
*********************************

 BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

6a)  
 
45 minutes 

Report on Bighorn Sheep Recovery Program   (Dr. Thomas R. Stephenson)  - Review of the Sierra 
Nevada Bighorn Sheep Recovery Program from 1999 to June 30, 2011.  Dr. Stephenson will present 
strategies to increase population and identify program deficiencies.  Supervisor Hansen is sponsoring 
this item.  

Recommended Action:   None. Informational only. 

Fiscal Impact:   None. 
 
******************************** 
LUNCH 
******************************** 
 
OPPORTUNITY FOR THE PUBLIC TO ADDRESS THE BOARD on items of public interest that are 
within the subject matter jurisdiction of the Board. (Speakers may be limited in speaking time dependent 
upon the press of business and number of persons wishing to address the Board.) 

 DISTRICT ATTORNEY

7a)  
 
10 minutes 

Approval to Advertise for a Deputy District Attorne y I/II Position.   (Tim Kendall/DA)  - Jeremy 
Ibrahim has submitted a letter to terminate his contract as Deputy District Attorney I with Mono County 
effective December 1st 2012. We are seeking approval from the Board to advertise and filling of a 
Deputy District Attorney I/II. 

Recommended Action:   Approval to advertise to fill the position for a Deputy District Attorney I/II. 

Fiscal Impact:   Cost for FY 12/13 for a Deputy District Attorney I is $$87,687 of which $54,915 is 
salary, $10,331 is the County PERS contribution and $22,442 is the cost of benefits. The cost is 
included in the approved budget.   Full year cost is $150,321 of which $94,140 is salary, $17,709 is the 
County PERS contribution and $38,472 is the cost of benefits.  
 
Cost for FY 12/13 for a Deputy District Attorney II is $93,391 of which $59,087 is salary, $11,126 is the 
County PERS contribution and $23,178 is the cost of benefits. The cost is included in the approved 
budget.   Full year cost is $160,099 of which $101,292 is salary, $19,073 is the County PERS 
contribution and $39,734 is the cost of benefits. 
 

 FINANCE 

 Additional Departments: Public Works, Community Development

8a)  
 
15 minutes 

Clean Air Project Program Block Grant Funds   (Mary Booher)  - Presentation by Mary Booher 
regarding Clean Air Project Program Block Grant Funds. 

Recommended Action:   Consider potential projects and select desired project for implementation with 
Great Basin Unified Air Pollution Control District (GBUAPCD) Clean Air Project Program (CAPP) Block 
Grant Funds. Provide any desired direction to staff. 

Fiscal Impact:   $59,680 of funds for a project in the County that meets the criteria established by the 
CAPP grant program. 

 PUBLIC WORKS - ROAD DIVISION

9a)  
 
15 minutes 

Review of Snow Removal Priorities   (Jeff Walters)  - Each year the Roads Division of Public Works 
provides the Board of Supervisors with a list of the snow removal policies, procedures and priorities for 
county-maintained roads. 

Recommended Action:   1.  Receive staff report regarding current snow removal priorities and 
recommended changes to those priorities.  2.  Provide direction to staff regarding modifications to 
current snow removal priorities. 3.  Consider and potentially adopt Resolution No. R12-___, “A 
Resolution of the Mono County Board of Supervisors Re-Establishing Snow Removal Policies, 



Procedures, and Priorities for County-Maintained Roads.” 4.  Provide any desired direction to staff. 

Fiscal Impact:   None. 

9b)  
 
20 minutes 

Proposed Fuel Reduction Intiatives   (Jeff Walters)  - Mono County's vehicles, machinery and 
equipment use over 200,000 gallons of fuel on average each year.  Mono County has many fuel 
reduction intiatives already in place and continues to develop and implement others in an effort to 
reduce county fuel use. 

Recommended Action:   Receive staff report regarding current and proposed fuel reduction intiatives.  
Provide any desired direction to staff. 

Fiscal Impact:   Proposed intiatives may result in a reduction in county fuel consumption. 

 COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT - PLANNING DIVISION

 Additional Departments: Economic Development Department

10a)  
 
PUBLIC 
HEARING 2:30 
p.m. 
60 minutes 

California Unions for Responsible Energy appeal of the Planning Commission approval of the 
Mammoth Pacific I Replacement Project   (Courtney Weiche)  - Public hearing regarding appeal of 
Planning Commission approval of Conditional Use Permit No. 12-004 and Final Environmental Impact 
Report for the Mammoth Pacific I Replacement Project filed by California Unions for Reliable Energy 
(CURE). 

Recommended Action:   Conduct a public hearing to receive all relevant information in considering the 
appeal filed by CURE and either affirm, affirm in part (i.e., modify), or reverse the Planning 
Commission's actions. 
 
[[If the Board affirms, or affirms in part, the Planning Commission's actions, then it should:  Adopt 
"Resolution Denying Appeal of CUP 12-004 and FEIR Adoption for the Mammoth Pacific Replacement 
Project Filed by California Unions for Reliable Energy (CURE); Certifying and Adopting the FEIR for the 
Project; and Affirming the Planning Commission's Approval of CUP 12-004.]] 

Fiscal Impact:   The cost of the appeal is being borne by the applicant. 

 Additional Departments: Economic Development

10b)  
 
PUBLIC 
HEARING  
60 minutes 

Laborers Int'l Union of North America appeal of Pla nning Commission's approval of Mammoth 
Pacific I Replacement Project   (Courtney Weiche)  - Public hearing regarding appeal of the Planning 
Commission approval of the Final Environmental Impact Report, Clarifying General Plan Amendment 
12-003(b) [sic], Conditional Use Permit 12-004, Variance 12-002, Reclamation Plan 12-001, and Notice 
of Decision for the Mammoth Pacific Replacement Project filed by Laborers International Union of North 
Americal, Local 783 (LIUNA). 
  
The LIUNA appeal, too large to attach with the packet can be viewed by going to 
http://www.monocounty.ca.gov/bos/event/board-supervisors-5.  Once there, click on the link for the 
appeal which is listed with the agenda for 11/13/12. 

Recommended Action:   Conduct a public hearing to receive all relevant information in considering the 
appeal filed by LIUNA and either affirm, affirm in part (i.e., modify), or reverse the Planning 
Commission's actions. 
 
[[If the Board affirms, or affirms in part, the Planning Commission's actions, then it should: Adopt the 
"Resolution Denying Appeal of Planning Commission Approval of CUP 12-004, Variance 12-002, 
Reclamation Plan 12-001, FEIR Findings and Adoption, Notice of Determination and General Plan 
Amendment [sic] for the Mammoth Pacific Replacement Project Filed by Laborers International Union of 
North Americal, Local 783 (LIUNA); Certifying and Adopting the FEIR for the Project; and Affirming the 
Planning Commission's Project Approvals."]] 

Fiscal Impact:   All costs associated with appeal are borne by the applicant. 

10c)  
 
PUBLIC 
HEARING 
30 minutes 

Geothermal Setback - General Plan Clarifying Amendm ent 12-003(b)   (Courtney Weiche )  -
 Proposed Resolution adopting General Plan Amendment 12-003 (b) to clarify the County's intent and 
interpretation of General Plan Chapter 15, section 15.070(B)(1)(d) and a provision within the 
Conservation and Open Space Element pertaining to setbacks from a mapped blue line or dotted blue 
line water course within the Hot Creek Buffer Zone for geothermal development. 



Recommended Action:   Adopt proposed Resolution. Provide any desired direction to staff. 

Fiscal Impact:   None are anticipated. 

 COUNTY COUNSEL

 Additional Departments: Community Development Department

11a)  
 
5 minutes 

Foster - Deed Restriction and Agreement   (Stacey Simon)  - Proposed Deed Restriction and 
Agreement with Robert Foster, pertaining to owner-initiated deed restriction on Parcel Number 016-176-
007 in June Lake. This is a related item to the proposed General Plan Amendment which would change 
the land use designation for this parcel to Commercial Lodging-High. 

Recommended Action:   Approve County entry into proposed Deed Restriction and Agreement and 
authorize Chair to execute, and the Clerk to record, said Agreement on behalf of the County. Provide 
any desired direction to staff.     

Fiscal Impact:   None. 

 COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT - PLANNING DIVISION

12a)  
 
PUBLIC 
HEARING 
30 minutes 

Foster - General Plan Amendment 12-003 (a)   (Courtney Weiche)  - Public hearing regarding General 
Plan Amendment 12-003 (a) to change land use designation of APN 015-060-047 from Single Family 
Residential to Commercial Lodging- High, subject to restrictions contained in Conditional Use Permit 
12-003. 

Recommended Action:   Adopt proposed resolution #R12-_____, approving GPA 12-003(a). Provide 
any desired direction to staff. 

Fiscal Impact:   None. 

 COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT - BUILDING DIVISION

13a)  
 
20 Minutes 

Limited Density Owner Built Rural Dwellings   (Tom Perry, Brent Calloway)  - Proposed ordinance 
adopting chapter 15.50 of the Mono County Code pertaining to Limited Density Owner-Built Rural 
Dwellings. 

Recommended Action:   Introduce, read title, and waive further reading of proposed ordinance. 
Provide any desired direction to staff. 

Fiscal Impact:   None. 

 ADJOURNMENT

 §§§§§



 
 
OFFICE OF THE CLERK 
OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

REGULAR AGENDA REQUEST
Print

 MEETING DATE November 13, 2012 DEPARTMENT Board of Supervisors

ADDITIONAL 
DEPARTMENTS
TIME REQUIRED PERSONS 

APPEARING 
BEFORE THE 
BOARD 

SUBJECT Closed Session - Conference with Legal 
Counsel

AGENDA DESCRIPTION:
(A brief general description of what the Board will hear, discuss, consider, or act upon) 

CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL COUNSEL – ANTICIPATED LITIGATION. Significant exposure to litigation pursuant to subdivision (b) of 
Government Code section 54956.9. Number of potential cases: one.  

RECOMMENDED ACTION:

FISCAL IMPACT:

CONTACT NAME: 
PHONE/EMAIL:  / 

SUBMIT THE ORIGINAL DOCUMENT WITH  
ATTACHMENTS TO THE OFFICE OF  

THE COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR  
PRIOR TO 5:00 P.M. ON THE FRIDAY  

32 DAYS PRECEDING THE BOARD MEETING 

SEND COPIES TO:  

MINUTE ORDER REQUESTED:
 YES  NO gfedc gfedcb

ATTACHMENTS:

Click to download

No Attachments Available

 History

 Time Who Approval
 11/7/2012 1:05 PM County Administrative Office Yes

 11/7/2012 11:48 AM County Counsel Yes

 11/7/2012 4:10 PM Finance Yes

 

 



 
 
OFFICE OF THE CLERK 
OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

REGULAR AGENDA REQUEST
Print

 MEETING DATE November 13, 2012 DEPARTMENT Board of Supervisors

ADDITIONAL 
DEPARTMENTS
TIME REQUIRED PERSONS 

APPEARING 
BEFORE THE 
BOARD 

SUBJECT Closed Session - Conference with Legal 
Counsel

AGENDA DESCRIPTION:
(A brief general description of what the Board will hear, discuss, consider, or act upon) 

CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL COUNSEL – ANTICIPATED LITIGATION. Significant exposure to litigation pursuant to subdivision (b) of 
Government Code section 54956.9. Number of potential cases: one.  Facts and circumstances: Claim for Damages by Inland Aquaculture 

Group.  

RECOMMENDED ACTION:

FISCAL IMPACT:

CONTACT NAME: 
PHONE/EMAIL:  / 

SUBMIT THE ORIGINAL DOCUMENT WITH  
ATTACHMENTS TO THE OFFICE OF  

THE COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR  
PRIOR TO 5:00 P.M. ON THE FRIDAY  

32 DAYS PRECEDING THE BOARD MEETING 

SEND COPIES TO:  

MINUTE ORDER REQUESTED:
 YES  NO gfedc gfedcb

ATTACHMENTS:

Click to download

No Attachments Available

 History

 Time Who Approval
 11/7/2012 1:05 PM County Administrative Office Yes

 11/7/2012 11:48 AM County Counsel Yes

 11/7/2012 4:10 PM Finance Yes

 

 



 
 
OFFICE OF THE CLERK 
OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

REGULAR AGENDA REQUEST
Print

 MEETING DATE November 13, 2012 DEPARTMENT Board of Supervisors

ADDITIONAL 
DEPARTMENTS
TIME REQUIRED PERSONS 

APPEARING 
BEFORE THE 
BOARD 

SUBJECT Closed Session - Conference with Legal 
Counsel

AGENDA DESCRIPTION:
(A brief general description of what the Board will hear, discuss, consider, or act upon) 

CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL COUNSEL – ANTICIPATED LITIGATION. Significant exposure to litigation pursuant to subdivision (b) of 
Government Code section 54956.9. Number of potential cases: one.  Facts and circumstances: dispute regarding Conway Ranch grant 

compliance.  

RECOMMENDED ACTION:

FISCAL IMPACT:

CONTACT NAME: 
PHONE/EMAIL:  / 

SUBMIT THE ORIGINAL DOCUMENT WITH  
ATTACHMENTS TO THE OFFICE OF  

THE COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR  
PRIOR TO 5:00 P.M. ON THE FRIDAY  

32 DAYS PRECEDING THE BOARD MEETING 

SEND COPIES TO:  

MINUTE ORDER REQUESTED:
 YES  NO gfedc gfedcb

ATTACHMENTS:

Click to download

No Attachments Available

 History

 Time Who Approval
 11/7/2012 1:05 PM County Administrative Office Yes

 11/7/2012 11:48 AM County Counsel Yes

 11/7/2012 4:09 PM Finance Yes

 

 



 
 
OFFICE OF THE CLERK 
OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

REGULAR AGENDA REQUEST
Print

 MEETING DATE November 13, 2012 DEPARTMENT Board of Supervisors

ADDITIONAL 
DEPARTMENTS
TIME REQUIRED PERSONS 

APPEARING 
BEFORE THE 
BOARD 

SUBJECT Closed Session--Human Resources

AGENDA DESCRIPTION:
(A brief general description of what the Board will hear, discuss, consider, or act upon) 

CONFERENCE WITH LABOR NEGOTIATORS. Government Code Section 54957.6. Agency designated representative(s): 
Marshall Rudolph, Brian Muir, and Jim Arkens. Employee Organization(s): Mono County Sheriff's Officers Association (aka 

Deputy Sheriff's Association), Local 39--majority representative of Mono County Public Employees (MCPE) and Deputy 
Probation Officers Unit (DPOU), Mono County Paramedic Rescue Association (PARA), Mono County Public Safety Officers 

Association  (PSO), and Mono County Sheriff Department’s Management Association (SO Mgmt).  Unrepresented 
employees:  All.  

RECOMMENDED ACTION:

FISCAL IMPACT:

CONTACT NAME: Jim Arkens

PHONE/EMAIL: 760-932-5413 / jarkens@mono.ca.gov

SUBMIT THE ORIGINAL DOCUMENT WITH  
ATTACHMENTS TO THE OFFICE OF  

THE COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR  
PRIOR TO 5:00 P.M. ON THE FRIDAY  

32 DAYS PRECEDING THE BOARD MEETING 

SEND COPIES TO:  

MINUTE ORDER REQUESTED:
 YES  NO gfedc gfedcb

ATTACHMENTS:

Click to download

No Attachments Available

History

 



 

 Time Who Approval
 9/28/2012 10:01 AM County Administrative Office Yes

 11/6/2012 4:04 PM County Counsel Yes

 9/28/2012 10:02 AM Finance Yes

 



 
 
OFFICE OF THE CLERK 
OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

REGULAR AGENDA REQUEST
Print

 MEETING DATE November 13, 2012 DEPARTMENT Clerk of the Board

ADDITIONAL 
DEPARTMENTS
TIME REQUIRED PERSONS 

APPEARING 
BEFORE THE 
BOARD 

SUBJECT No Consent Items

AGENDA DESCRIPTION:
(A brief general description of what the Board will hear, discuss, consider, or act upon) 

 
 

***************************************  

RECOMMENDED ACTION:

FISCAL IMPACT:

CONTACT NAME: 
PHONE/EMAIL:  / 

SUBMIT THE ORIGINAL DOCUMENT WITH  
ATTACHMENTS TO THE OFFICE OF  

THE COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR  
PRIOR TO 5:00 P.M. ON THE FRIDAY  

32 DAYS PRECEDING THE BOARD MEETING 

SEND COPIES TO:  

MINUTE ORDER REQUESTED:
 YES  NO gfedc gfedcb

ATTACHMENTS:

Click to download

No Attachments Available

 History

 Time Who Approval
 11/7/2012 12:15 PM Clerk of the Board Yes

 

 



 
 
OFFICE OF THE CLERK 
OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

REGULAR AGENDA REQUEST
Print

 MEETING DATE November 13, 2012 DEPARTMENT Clerk of the Board

ADDITIONAL 
DEPARTMENTS
TIME REQUIRED PERSONS 

APPEARING 
BEFORE THE 
BOARD 

SUBJECT Suddenlink Letter with Rate Changes

AGENDA DESCRIPTION:
(A brief general description of what the Board will hear, discuss, consider, or act upon) 

Letter from Suddenlink dated October 19, 2012 informing the Board about rate adjustments, effective December 2012. 
 

********************************* 

RECOMMENDED ACTION:

FISCAL IMPACT:

CONTACT NAME: Shannon Kendall

PHONE/EMAIL: x5533 / skendall@mono.ca.gov

SUBMIT THE ORIGINAL DOCUMENT WITH  
ATTACHMENTS TO THE OFFICE OF  

THE COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR  
PRIOR TO 5:00 P.M. ON THE FRIDAY  

32 DAYS PRECEDING THE BOARD MEETING 

SEND COPIES TO:  

MINUTE ORDER REQUESTED:
 YES  NO gfedc gfedcb

ATTACHMENTS:

Click to download

suddenlink

 History

 Time Who Approval
 10/30/2012 12:42 PM Clerk of the Board Yes

 

 





 
 
OFFICE OF THE CLERK 
OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

REGULAR AGENDA REQUEST
Print

 MEETING DATE November 13, 2012 DEPARTMENT Board of Supervisors

ADDITIONAL 
DEPARTMENTS
TIME REQUIRED 45 minutes PERSONS 

APPEARING 
BEFORE THE 
BOARD 

Dr. Thomas R. Stephenson

SUBJECT Report on Bighorn Sheep Recovery 
Program

AGENDA DESCRIPTION:
(A brief general description of what the Board will hear, discuss, consider, or act upon) 

Review of the Sierra Nevada Bighorn Sheep Recovery Program from 1999 to June 30, 2011.  Dr. Stephenson will present 
strategies to increase population and identify program deficiencies.  Supervisor Hansen is sponsoring this item.   

RECOMMENDED ACTION:
None. Informational only. 

FISCAL IMPACT:
None. 
 
******************************** 
LUNCH 
******************************** 
 
OPPORTUNITY FOR THE PUBLIC TO ADDRESS THE BOARD on items of public interest that are within the subject matter 
jurisdiction of the Board. (Speakers may be limited in speaking time dependent upon the press of business and number of 
persons wishing to address the Board.) 

CONTACT NAME: Shannon Kendall

PHONE/EMAIL: x5533 / skendall@mono.ca.gov

SUBMIT THE ORIGINAL DOCUMENT WITH  
ATTACHMENTS TO THE OFFICE OF  

THE COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR  
PRIOR TO 5:00 P.M. ON THE FRIDAY  

32 DAYS PRECEDING THE BOARD MEETING 

SEND COPIES TO:  

MINUTE ORDER REQUESTED:
 YES  NO gfedc gfedcb

 



ATTACHMENTS:

Click to download

BHS Staff

Report Part One

Report Part Two

 History

 Time Who Approval
 10/28/2012 3:03 PM County Administrative Office Yes

 11/6/2012 4:07 PM County Counsel Yes

 10/22/2012 2:26 PM Finance Yes

 



_________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Larry Johnston - District One        Duane ‘Hap’ Hazard - District Two 

Vikki Magee Bauer - District Three      Tim Hansen - District Four        Byng Hunt - District Five 
 
 

 

BOARD OF SUPERVISORSBOARD OF SUPERVISORSBOARD OF SUPERVISORSBOARD OF SUPERVISORS    
COUNTY OF MONOCOUNTY OF MONOCOUNTY OF MONOCOUNTY OF MONO 

 
 

    

TIM HANSENTIM HANSENTIM HANSENTIM HANSEN    
SUPERVISOR SUPERVISOR SUPERVISOR SUPERVISOR ––––    DISTRICT  DISTRICT  DISTRICT  DISTRICT  
FOURFOURFOURFOUR    
 

 P.O. BOX 287  
LEE VINING, CA 93541 
(760) 932-5532 Office 
  (760) 937-3290 Cell 
(760) 932-5531 Fax 

thansen@mono.ca.gov 
               
 
October 19, 2012 
 
Memo to Shannon Kendall 
Re: November 13th, 2012 BOS Meeting 
Sierra Nevada Bighorn Sheep Recovery Program 
 
 
Agenda Description: 
Dr. Thomas R. Stephenson will present a review of the Sierra Nevada Bighorn Sheep Recovery Program from 1999, 
when Sierra Nevada bighorn sheep were placed on the federal endangered species list, to June 30, 2011. Since 1999, 
Sierra bighorn numbers have increased from just over 100 animals to about 400. He will present the strategies used to 
increase population, and identify program deficiencies.  
 
Recommended Action: 
Review 2010-2011 SNBS Recovery Program Report: “ A Decade in Review”.  
Discuss past and future impacts, existing activities including recreational and agricultural uses, and program success. 
Facilitate possible discussion with other governmental agencies and livestock operators. Discuss further actions to reach 
recovery goals.  
 
Contact Name: 
Tim Hansen 
(760) 937-3290 
thansen@mono.ca.gov 
 
Sierra Nevada Bighorn Sheep Recovery Program 
For more information on Sierra Nevada bighorn sheep, please visit: 
www.dfg.ca.gov/snbs. 
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Califo rnia  De partme nt o f Fish and Game   SNBS Annual Re po rt 2010-2011 

2010-2011 Annual Report of the Sierra Nevada Bighorn Sheep 
Recovery Program: A Decade in Review 

Thomas R. Stephenson1, John D. Wehausen2, Alexandra P. Few1, David W. German1, Dennis F. 
Jensen1, Derek Spitz1, Kathleen Knox1, Becky M. Pierce1, Jeffrey L. Davis3, Jeff Ostergard3, and 
Jonathan Fusaro1 

1 California Department of Fish and Game, Sierra Nevada Bighorn Sheep Recovery Program, 
2University of California, White Mountain Research Station, 3United States Department of 
Agriculture, Animal and Plant Health Inspection Services, Wildlife Services 
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Literature Citation Should Read As Follows: 

Stephenson, T. R., et al. 2010-2011 Annual Report of the Sierra Nevada Bighorn Sheep 
Recovery Program: A Decade in Review. California Department of Fish and Game. January 
2012. 
 
An electronic version of this monitoring report also will be made available at 
http://www.dfg.ca.gov/snbs/Literature.html 
 

Results reported here are preliminary and, in some cases, represent findings of collaborators; 
please do not cite without consulting the authors. 

 

To learn more, please visit www.dfg.ca.gov/snbs.   
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Summary 
This report presents a review of the Sierra Nevada Bighorn Sheep Recovery Program from 1999, when 
Sierra Nevada bighorn sheep were placed on the federal endangered species list, to June 30, 2011.  For a 
detailed summary of recovery actions carried out and data collected from 2010-2011 see Appendices C 
and D.  

Since 1999, Sierra bighorn numbers have increased from just over 100 animals to about 400.  The current 
reproductive base of almost 200 females over 1 year old is about two-thirds of the numerical recovery 
goal of 305 females (Figure 1).  Of the 12 herd units required for recovery (USFWS 2007), only 4 remain 
vacant as of the 2010-2011 reporting year.   

Herds that grew substantially since listing 
(Wheeler Ridge, Mount Langley, Sawmill 
Canyon, and Mount Baxter) tended to have 
the highest growth rates early in the decade.  
During periods of high growth, survival 
rates of adult females generally exceeded 
90%.  Periods of slowed population growth 
were accompanied by more variable and 
poorer adult female survival and declining 
recruitment of yearling females.  Mountain 
lion predation was the highest known cause 
of mortality and was concentrated in herds 
in proximity to dense mule deer winter 
ranges (Johnson 2010a). 

The Recovery Program is directed by the 
Recovery Plan for Sierra Nevada bighorn 
sheep drafted in 2001 (USFWS 2007) which 
presents the conservation strategies that 

California’s Department of Fish and Game (DFG) has employed over the last decade.  The Recovery Plan 
has a 20-year implementation schedule beginning when the plan was released in 2007.  The stated goal 
for downlisting is 2017.  Considerable progress has been made in implementing the Recovery Plan 
conservation strategies.  These strategies focus on 1) increasing the number and distribution of bighorn 
sheep through augmentations and habitat enhancement projects and 2) reducing threats that limit their 
survival by managing predators and reducing the proximity of domestic sheep grazing allotments.  Based 
on the first strategy, we implemented three translocations to augment small herds.  Additionally, we 
planned prescribed burns and initiated two to enhance the quality of habitat for bighorn sheep.  Following 
the second strategy, we removed mountain lions when they posed an imminent threat to bighorn sheep, 
and land management agencies worked to shift grazing away from areas near bighorn recovery units. 
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Figure 1. Proximity to downlisting criteria for each Sierra 
Nevada bighorn sheep recovery unit based on number of 
adult ewes over 1 year old. 

After reviewing 11 years of progress, we are optimistic that we could meet the goals for downlisting to 
threatened status within the next decade, barring any catastrophes. If we are to meet this ambitious 
timeline, key recovery strategies need to continue.   Implementing translocations for reintroductions to 
vacant herd units is essential to achieve the distribution required to meet recovery goals. This necessitates 
adaptive management and a predator management program to protect herds used as a source of 
translocation stock so that reintroductions and augmentations can occur.  

For more information on Sierra Nevada bighorn sheep, please visit our new website at 
www.dfg.ca.gov/snbs. 
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Figure 2.  Locations of 16 historic herd units in 4 
Recovery Units.  All occupied herd units are required for 
recovery (USFWS 2007) except Bubbs Creek.  Four 
vacant herd units (Olancha Peak, Laurel Creek, Big 
Arroyo, and Taboose Creek) must be reoccupied to meet 
recovery goals. 

The Last Decade: From Listing 
toward Recovery 

In 1999 Sierra Nevada bighorn sheep 
(Ovis canadensis sierrae), a genetically and 
morphometrically distinct subspecies of 
bighorn (Wehausen et al. 2005), were 
granted emergency endangered status under 
the federal Endangered Species Act (ESA).  
In the same year they were also upgraded 
from threatened to endangered under the 
California Endangered Species Act (CESA).  
Early in 2000 these bighorn sheep were 
granted full federal endangered status.  
Following the 1999 endangered listings, the 
California Legislature asked the California 
Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) to 
administer a funded recovery program for 
bighorn sheep. CDFG has remained the lead 
agency implementing this recovery effort. 

The first task undertaken by this 
program was the drafting of a recovery plan 
for Sierra Nevada bighorn sheep, which was 
completed in 2001 and released by the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service in 2007.  As the 
document guiding the recovery effort, this 
plan identifies key issues, sets recovery 
goals, and lists recommended recovery 
actions.  Federal endangered status was 
sought for Sierra Nevada bighorn sheep 
because of a dangerously low population 
size and the inadequacy of existing 
regulatory mechanisms relative to two 
concerns: negative effects of mountain lion 
predation, and the threat of a major 
respiratory disease epizootic that could 
result from contact with domestic sheep 
grazed on public lands adjacent to bighorn 
sheep ranges. 

The Recovery Plan for Sierra Nevada 
bighorn sheep identifies 16 historic herd 
units (populations) and groups these into 4 
recovery units (metapopulations; Figure 2). 
Bighorn in the Sierra reside almost entirely 

in multiple National Parks and National 
Forests, but herd units are adjacent to land 
with many other public and private owners.  
Two herd units in the Northern Recovery 
Unit, Mount Gibbs and Mount Warren, lie 
partially within the boundaries of Yosemite 
National Park.  All of the occupied herd 
units in the Southern Recovery Unit lie at 
least partially within Sequoia and Kings 
Canyon National Parks.  All low-elevation 
winter ranges are on the Inyo National 
Forest.  Downlisting and delisting criteria 
specify herd units that need to be occupied 
(Figure 2) as well as minimum numbers of 
females required in each recovery unit 
(Figure 1).  Issues identified for 
management actions include predation, 
bighorn use of low elevation winter ranges, 
domestic sheep grazing, and reintroduction 
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of bighorn to unoccupied herd units.  The 
Recovery Plan also calls for the 
development of regular demographic data on 
bighorn sheep herds and identified areas of 
desired research (USFWS 2007). 

The Recovery Plan states that “recovery 
of bighorn sheep in the Sierra Nevada will 
require an adaptive approach, one in which 
decisions made will depend on current 
information about key resources.  An 
adaptive approach to management will 
require development or continuation of 
existing research.”  The program is 
identifying resource selection patterns across 
the Sierra Nevada, determining patterns of 
genetic variation across the subspecies, 
modeling the risk of disease transmission 
from domestic sheep and goats, quantifying 
the effects of natural and prescribed fire on 
bighorn forage and habitat use, monitoring 
mountain lion movements, predation rates, 
and population numbers, implementing and 
monitoring translocation efforts, and 
modeling bighorn sheep response to various 
management actions. We use information 
acquired through these studies to direct 
recovery activities. 
 

This year marks 11 years since full 
federal endangered status was granted.  This 
report traces trajectories of Sierra Nevada 
bighorn sheep herds over that time period, 
reviews accomplishments of the Recovery 
Program, and outlines future management 

actions needed.  Beginning in the early 
1980s, monitoring reports were written 
summarizing demographic information on 
bighorn sheep herds in the Sierra Nevada. 
Those reports have been produced on an 
annual basis for the past decade.  Summaries 
of demographic data and important events 
from those reports can be found in 
Appendices A and B.  Detailed information 
for the past year can be found in Appendices 
C and D. 

Monitoring Bighorn Populations 

We have attempted to collect annual 
demographic data for all occupied herds in 
an effort to track population trends.  This 
has not always been successful for all 
occupied herds every year.  However, there 
have been enough years in which adequate 
information exists for every herd to track the 
overall population trend.  Counts have 
focused on females because they are the 
reproductive base of the population; 
consequently, there are even fewer years in 
which it has been possible to develop a 
defensible size estimate for the entire 
population (i.e., including rams). 

We have followed two approaches in 
determining sizes of herds.  First are 
minimum counts, the basis of recovery 
goals.  Bighorn sheep in the Sierra Nevada 
offer a rare situation wherein focused efforts 
at the right time can produce relatively 
complete counts of all females and 
associates up to herds that number 30–35 
ewes.  Occasionally, males can be counted 
by a similar method.  The addition of 
telemetry collars has increased the 
frequency of relatively complete minimum 
counts and the population size at which 
relatively complete counts can be obtained.  
Second has been the use of collared bighorn 
to generate mark-resight (MR) population 
estimates, which are presented in this report 
with 95% confidence intervals in 
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parentheses.  Where MR estimates and 
minimum counts occur in the same herd in 
the same year, minimum counts are 
evaluated for their completeness by 
comparing to MR estimates.  Also, counts 
from subsequent years and known 
mortalities occurring between counts are 
used to evaluate previous counts.   

As the Recovery Plan recognizes, the 
capture of Sierra Nevada bighorn sheep and 
the deployment of collars are essential for 
implementing the recovery of this federally 
endangered species (USFWS 2007).  One 
emphasis of this Recovery Program has been 
the deployment of telemetry collars on 
bighorn sheep, including both traditional 
VHF collars and GPS collars that record 
multiple GPS locations daily.  In addition to 
their use for MR population estimates and 
minimum counts, collars have provided 
important information relative to a variety of 
questions.  First, collars shed light on spatial 
patterns of habitat use by sheep.  This 
information has led to refinement of herd 
unit boundaries and has helped document 
population substructuring (different home 
range patterns) between sexes (Schroeder et 
al. 2010) and within sexes, seasonal 
migratory patterns, and occasional extreme 
movements that have bridged herd units or 
taken animals outside of herd unit 
boundaries.  Second, collars can be used to 
measure survival rates by sex and herd and 
to assess cause-specific mortality.  
Telemetry collars include mortality sensors 
that make it possible for some mortalities to 
be investigated soon after death, when the 
cause of mortality is often more evident.  
This has been particularly useful for 
identifying deaths due to predation, physical 
injury (e.g., falls, avalanches), and 
malnutrition.  Third, collared females 
provide an opportunity to measure 
reproductive success through repeated 
observations of known individuals.  Finally, 
captures necessary to deploy collars have  

 
provided an essential opportunity to conduct 
disease surveillance and determine the 
nutritional condition and reproductive status 
of individuals within populations.  Data 
obtained from collared bighorn sheep have 
been and will continue to be used to guide 
recovery actions. 
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Figure 3. Collar history for Sierra Nevada Bighorn Sheep 
Program during 1999-2011. 
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During January 1999 to June 2011, we 
deployed a total of 212 GPS collars and 239 
VHF collars from 258 captures, representing 
180 individual animals; a VHF and a GPS 
collar are deployed on most captured 
bighorn.  To date, no more than 79 females 
and 47 males have carried collars at any one 
time (Figure 3). We take great care during 
captures to minimize the risk of injury and 
mortality to Sierra bighorn.  During 258 
captures of which 249 were by helicopter 
net-gun, 8 direct mortalities occurred over 
an 11 year period; 2 additional animals died 
of unknown causes and were scavenged 
within 2 weeks of moving away from their 
release site.  Thus far, we have retrieved 
GPS data from 159 collar deployments on 
124 different animals. Additional GPS 
collars remain deployed.  Efforts are 
currently underway to use these data to 
understand habitat selection, identify the 
disease risk posed by adjacent domestic 
sheep allotments, and determine optimal 
locations for future reintroductions and 
augmentations. 
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Following listing, most captures focused 

on collaring bighorn sheep in herd units 
adjacent to active domestic sheep allotments 
in an effort to assess the risk of disease 
transmission.  Consequently, Wheeler Ridge 
and Mount Warren were the focus of 
collaring efforts during 1999–2005 with 
most captures occurring on lower-elevation 
winter ranges.  Beginning in 2005, most 
captures occurred during autumn on alpine 
ranges to avoid disturbing bighorn on their 
winter ranges. Collars are currently 
deployed in all occupied herd units except 
the newly colonized Convict Creek herd.  

Bighorn Sheep Population Dynamics 

 Populations change over time due to the 
difference between gains from successful 
reproduction (recruitment) and immigration 
and losses due to mortality and emigration.  

Figure 4. Population trajectories for adult and yearling ewes 
during 1999–2010 based on a combination of minimum counts, 
mark-resight estimates, and reconstructed data.  All data for the 
Mount Baxter herd is derived from winter counts except for 
data from 2002 which are from a summer count.  A. Total 
population trajectory for 6 herds in the Sierra (Mount Langley, 
Mount Baxter, Sawmill Canyon, Wheeler Ridge, Mount Gibbs, 
and Mount Warren) with annual population estimates. B.
Population trajectories by herd unit. C. Population trajectories 
by recovery unit.  
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Because immigration and emigration are 
rare events in bighorn sheep herds and 
involve few sheep, they can be largely 
ignored in considerations of population 
dynamics.   Consequently, we first consider 
overall population dynamics, and then 
mortality and recruitment patterns that 
influence those dynamics. 

Because immigration and emigration are 
rare events in bighorn sheep herds and 
involve few sheep, they can be largely 
ignored in considerations of population 
dynamics.   Consequently, we first consider 
overall population dynamics, and then 
mortality and recruitment patterns that 
influence those dynamics. 

Population Changes over Time 

The total population of bighorn sheep in 
the 

Overall population gains for Sierra 
Nev

Population Changes over Time 

The total population of bighorn sheep in 
the 

Overall population gains for Sierra 
Nev

In recent years Mount Langley and Wheeler 

Figure 5.   Population growth rate (lambda measured 
as Nt+1/Nt) for the Mount Langley and Wheeler Ridge 
herds during 1995–2010. 

Sierra Nevada has made large gains 
since listing.  The number of females has 
nearly quadrupled from a low of about 50 in 
1995 (USFWS 2007) to almost 200, but has 
shown no gains for the past year (Figure 4A 
and Appendix A).  Within that larger 
pattern, however, are a variety of trends at 
the level of individual herd units, varying 
from herds that have remained static at low 
numbers to herds that have grown 
dramatically and are largely responsible for 
the overall gains (Figure 4B).  For a more 
detailed description of demographic trends 
within individual herds, see Appendix B.   
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numbers to herds that have grown 
dramatically and are largely responsible for 
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ada bighorn have been driven primarily 
by 3 of 5 occupied herd units in the 
Southern Recovery Unit (SRU) and one herd 
in the Central Recovery Unit (CRU), 
whereas the 2 herds (Mount Gibbs and 
Mount Warren) making up the Northern 
Recovery Unit (NRU) have shown only 
modest increases in population growth 
(Figure 4B and C). The increase in total 
ewes in the Northern Recovery Unit in 2009 
(Figure 4C) was largely caused by the 
translocation of 6 ewes that spring and an 
increase in our ability to detect animals that 
had recently expanded their range in the 
Mount Warren herd (Figure 4B).  Population 
size in recent years correlates well with the 
extent of the habitat bighorn use.  The 
largest populations in the SRU are using a 
combined 381 km2, whereas herds in the 

CRU and NRU are using 126 km2 and 107 
km2, respectively.  
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In recent years Mount Langley and Wheeler 
Ridge accounted for about half of the total 
population, and the Mount Baxter and 
Sawmill Canyon herd units together account 
for another third of the total population 
(Figure 4B).  These 4 herds are intended to 
serve as sources of stock for translocations 
to augment small existing herds and to 
reintroduce bighorn to historic ranges; 
therefore, maintaining healthy demographic 
trends in these populations is critical for 
recovery.  The Mount Langley and Wheeler 
Ridge herd units have not grown since 2007 
(Figure 4B), and the population growth rate 
indicates a clear decline over time (Figure 
5).  The Mount Baxter herd has not gained 
any females for 5 years (Figure 4B) and 
numbers less than half its size in the late 
1970s.  In contrast, in the past year the 
adjacent Sawmill Canyon herd has been 
found to be almost 3 times the size recorded 
3 years ago (Figure 4B). This increase can 
be attributed in part to greatly improved data 
collection made possible by the deployment 
of more collars in this herd. Notwithstanding 
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this apparent increase, the total adult and 
yearling females in the 2 recovery units 
containing source populations for 
translocations, the SRU and CRU, exhibit a 
lack of gains over the last 2 to 3 years 
(Figure 4C).  The next two sections explore 
the recruitment and mortality patterns 
underlying these recent dynamics. 

Cause-Specific Mortality and Survival 

Sensitivity analyses of Sierra Nevada 
bighorn sheep demographic parameters 
showed that changes in adult female survival 
will have the largest impact on population 
growth (Johnson et al. 2010c), as with other 
large ungulates.  It is therefore important to 
understand the factors affecting adult 
survival, which vary spatially within the 
Sierra Nevada.  Here we examine natural 
causes of mortality determined by 
investigation of freshly-dead female 
bighorn.  Over the past 11 years these causes 
included snow avalanches (hereafter referred 
to as avalanches), physical injury from rock 
fall or falling from cliffs, mountain lion 
predation, bobcat predation (1 instance), 
coyote predation (1 instance), and unknown 
(Figure 6A). 

Because the change in the number of 
females determines the rate of population 
growth, limiting female mortality is an 
important management goal.  From 1999 to 
2010, 70 female mortalities from natural 
causes have been recorded; 51 of these 
females were radio-collared.  The cause-
specific mortality analysis presented here 
(Figure 6A) is limited to radio-collared 
females to avoid bias toward mountain lion 
predation in the uncollared subpopulation, as 
tracking of collared lions makes lion 
predation easier to detect than other causes 
of death among uncollared bighorn.  
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Figure 6.  Cause-specific mortalities and survival of collared 
ewes from 1999–2010.  A.  Cause-specific mortalities of 
collared ewes by recovery unit.  B. Annual Kaplan-Meyer 
survival rates of collared ewes for 1999–2010 by recovery 
unit.  C. Annual Kaplan-Meyer survival rates of collared 
ewes for 1999–2010 for three herds. 

Southern Recovery Unit 
In the SRU, mountain lion predation is 
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the largest known cause of death among 
ewes (Figure 6A), accounting for 40% (12 
out of 30) of the total mortalities. Most lion 
kills occurred in the Mount Baxter and 
Sawmill Canyon herds, but several also 
occurred in the Mount Langley and Mount 
Williamson herds.  This is a conservative 
estimate of mountain lion predation because 
many carcasses investigated were not intact 
enough to be assigned a cause of death and 
were included in the unknown category.   

The annual survival rate of collared ewes 
is inversely related to mortalities for a given 
year.  In the SRU annual survival rates of 
collared ewes have varied between 42 and 
100% (Figure 6B).  The survival rate 
declined precipitously in 2007 and 2008 
(Figure 6B).  This rapid decline in survival 
was caused largely by an increase in 
mountain lion predation.  Out of 12 known 
mountain lion kills of collared ewes in the 
SRU between 1999 and 2010, 8 occurred 
during 2007 and 2008.  Among 18 collared 
and uncollared ewes in the SRU killed by 
mountain lions between 1999 and 2010, 13 
were killed during 2007 and 2008.  In those 
2 years, 11 of the 13 lion kills in the SRU 
occurred in the Mount Baxter and Sawmill 
Canyon herds, and in 2008 the annual 
survival rate of collared ewes at Mount 
Baxter declined to 20% (Figure 6C).  In 
those 2 winters, 5 different mountain lions 
were known to use the Baxter-Sawmill 
winter range for varying lengths of time.  It 
appears that this predation has prevented 
growth of the Mount Baxter herd in recent 
years (Figure 4B).  During 2008 and 2009, 
lion trackers working for USDA Wildlife 
Services selectively killed 9 lions in the 
SRU that targeted bighorn sheep as prey.  
This management effort likely prevented a 
decline in these populations.  
 

Because many of the herds in the SRU 
(Mount Langley, Mount Baxter, and 
Sawmill Canyon) will serve as source 

populations for future reintroductions and 
augmentations, manageable causes of 
mortality must be reduced.  In a 
nutritionally-limited population in which 
predation replaces other forms of mortality 
such as starvation, mountain lion predation 
can be compensatory, leading to no net loss 
in numbers.  In populations that are not 
nutritionally limited, predation can be 
additive, resulting in additional mortalities.  
Because translocations remove animals from 
source populations, thereby reducing 
competition for forage, predation losses are 
not likely to be compensatory. Instead, those 
losses will limit availability of bighorn for 
translocations.  
 
Central Recovery Unit 

In the CRU, Wheeler Ridge is the only 
herd with long-term demographic data.  
Here, survival of collared ewes has varied 
between 73 and 100% with an average 
annual survival rate of 93% (Figure 6B).   
Avalanches have caused the majority of 
collared ewe mortalities (33.3% of 12 
mortalities, Figure 6A).  Within the last 
decade, all 10 avalanche mortalities of 
collared and uncollared bighorn (6 ewes, 3 
rams, and 1 juvenile) occurred in 3 separate 
avalanches in the 2010-2011, winter 
resulting in a significant decline in annual 
female survival for that year (Figure 6B). 
Avalanche deaths from prior decades 
occurred in 1980 and 1995 (Appendix B) 
and indicate that avalanches, which are 
larger and more frequent in heavy snow 
years, regularly kill bighorn in this herd.    
 

When cause of mortality is analyzed for 
both collared males and females, the largest 
cause of death at Wheeler Ridge is mountain 
lion predation (32%, 10 of 31 collared 
bighorn mortalities, data not shown).   
Detected mountain lions kills in this herd 
have been predominantly rams.  This is in 
contrast to predation in the SRU where 

 11
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mountain lion predation has been biased 
toward ewes (60% of 30 lion kills detected 
are ewes in the SRU; 21% of 33 lion kills 
detected are ewes at Wheeler Ridge).  
Although Wheeler Ridge is a source 
population for translocations, mountain lion 
control need not be as aggressive if 
predation continues to be focused on rams.  
It is important to monitor mountain lion 
activity in this area and respond if necessary 
to prevent heavy predation of females.  
Conservative predator management is only 
possible if bighorn survival is monitored 
intensively and with a high level of 
confidence. 
 
Northern Recovery Unit 

The NRU is currently composed of 2 
small herds (Mount Gibbs and Mount 
Warren) with very different dynamics.  The 
collared ewes at Mount Gibbs, which winter 
almost exclusively on high-elevation 
(>11,000 feet) windswept ridges, had a 
100% survival rate regardless of winter 
severity (Appendix B). In stark contrast, the 
survival rate of ewes in the Mount Warren 
population varied between 20 and 100% 
(Appendix B).  Overall survival in the NRU 
has varied between 50 and 100% with an 
average survival rate of 78% (Figure 6B).  
Because these herds winter at high 
elevation, mortalities often cannot be 
investigated quickly enough to determine a 
cause of death.  Thus, 64% of these 
mortalities are attributed to an unknown 
cause.     

 
A significant source of mortality in this 

herd is avalanches (18% of 11 collared ewe 
mortalities).  As at Wheeler Ridge, all 
avalanche deaths in the last decade occurred 
in the 2010–2011 winter. The carcasses of 2 
collared ewes were recovered in avalanche 
paths.  Three additional collared ewes died 
in the 2010–2011 winter, but the cause of 
death could not be determined.  The 2010–

2011 heavy winter resulted in a loss of one-
third of the ewes observed the previous year.  
The 180% winter of 2010–2011 explains the 
temporal variation in avalanche deaths 
(Figure 19).   

 
Reproduction and Recruitment 

The recruitment rate must increase to 
maintain the population at a given size as the 
survival rate declines.  Specifically, models 
show that high recruitment rates (female 
yearling:ewe >0.2) are required for bighorn 
when survival falls below 87% (data not 
shown).  While the total number of ewes in 
the Sierra has increased dramatically in the 
last decade (Figure 4A), the total number of 
ewes in 3 herds, Mt. Langley, Mt. Baxter, 
and Wheeler Ridge, important sources for 
translocations, has not grown in the last 3 to 
5 years (Figure 4B).  Unlike the population 
at Mount Baxter where mountain lion 
predation resulted in a decrease in ewe 
survival (Figure 6C), for several years the 
survival rates of the Mount Langley and 
Wheeler Ridge populations do not show a 
consistent decline (Figure 6C).  However, 
population growth rates at Mount Langley 
and Wheeler Ridge indicate a clear decrease 
over time (Figure 5) suggesting that 
inadequate conception, fecundity (births), or 
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lamb survival is causing a decline in 
recruitment (the replacement rate of the 
reproducing segment of the population) and 
population growth.  Pregnancy rates of adult 
females measured throughout the recovery 
area during captures were between 80 and 
90%, indicating that conception rates are not 
limiting population growth.  Below we will 
discuss fecundity and recruitment patterns 
that contribute to population growth at 
Wheeler Ridge and Mount Langley, the 2 
herds with the best long-term data. 

Both Wheeler Ridge and Mount Langley 
have experienced periods of decreased 
fecundity and recruitment while the total 
population increased (Figures 7 and 8).  This 
suggests that population density contributed 
to a decline in fecundity and recruitment.  
There are three possible density-dependent 
mechanisms that may account for this 
decline.  First, herbivores typically show 
decreases in recruitment followed by 
decreases in fecundity as the availability of 
nutrients decreases with increasing 
population density (Bonenfant et al. 2009).  
Second, predation (e.g., by coyotes, golden 
eagles, bobcats, and mountain lions) on 
juveniles (lambs and yearlings) can increase 
with population density (a Type II functional 
response; Mills 2007), resulting in decreased 
fecundity and recruitment.  Third, predation 
can lead to indirect effects on bighorn such 
as decreased foraging efficiency leading to 
reduced fecundity or recruitment (Bourbeau-
Lemieux et al. 2011).  At present we have 
no reliable way to detect predation on 
juvenile bighorn (evidence for hypothesis 2) 
as none are collared; thus we will examine 
evidence for nutritional deficiencies 
(hypothesis 1) and indirect effects of 
predation (hypothesis 3) on fecundity and 
recruitment. 

Wheeler Ridge 
At Wheeler Ridge fecundity, best 

estimated as the lamb to ewe ratio, declined 

from 2000 to 2006 (Figure 7A), and 
recruitment, best estimated as the yearling to 
ewe ratio, declined similarly (Figure 7B).  
Interestingly, this pattern of decline occurred 
while the population was steadily increasing 
(Figure 7C), suggesting that population 
density contributed to a decline in fecundity 
and recruitment.  The threshold of body fat 
required to maintain pregnancy is near 10% 
and probably does not vary among herds.  
Lactating ewes at Wheeler Ridge captured in 
the fall average 12% body fat and non-
lactating ewes average 17% body fat, 
suggesting that adult ewes are not 
nutritionally limited.  During the first half of 
the decade, mountain lions were present at 

Figure 7.  Annual demographic data for Wheeler Ridge 
from 1994–2010 collected during winter counts.  A.
Fecundity by year measured as the number of observed 
lambs:adult ewes.  B. Recruitment by year measured as 
the number of observed yearlings:adult ewes.  C.  Adult 
and yearling ewes by year. Arrow indicates population 
trend. 
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Wheeler Ridge in higher numbers than they 
have been since (Figures 13 and 14), 
suggesting that predation may have affected 
fecundity and recruitment.   

 
Fecundity and recruitment have 

increased since 2006 and 2008, respectively 
(Figures 7A and B). This upward trend may 
reflect an increase in available forage caused 
by a range expansion (see Geographic 
Distribution and Natural Range Expansions 
below), an increase in the use of low-
elevation winter range, or an increase in the 
amount of precipitation (Figure 19).  

the decade or the decline in mountain lions 
in the area (Figures 13 and 14) may have led 
to more efficient vigilance behavior and thus 
more efficient foraging.  It remains to be 
seen whether this increase in recruitment 
will result in population growth (Figure 7C).   
 

Alternatively, population growth earlier in 

ount Langley 
om Mount Langley are 

som

M
The data fr

Figure 8.  Annual demographic data for Mount Langley 
from 1996–2010 collected during summer counts.  A.
Fecundity by year measured as the number of observed 
lambs:adult ewes.  B. Recruitment by year measured as 
the number of observed yearlings:adult ewes.  C.  Adult 
and yearling ewes by year. Arrow indicates population 
trend. 

ewhat more variable, but a clear decline 
in fecundity can be seen in the first half of 
this decade (Figure 8A) as the population 
increased (Figure 8C).  Whether this was 
caused by density-dependent changes in 
forage availability or by predation is not 
clear.  Body condition data collected during 
fall captures suggest that lactating ewes in 
this population are not nutritionally limited 
(15% body fat), similar to ewes at Wheeler 
Ridge.  However, the declines in fecundity 
and recruitment in 2008 (Figure 8A and B) 
are likely multiyear effects of the 2006–
2007 winter, which was the driest in the last 
4 decades.  For bighorn a significant effect 
of that winter was decreased nutrient 
availability the following summer, because 
forage growth is so dependent on soil 
moisture from snow melt.  Although the dry 
2006–2007 winter did not affect the 
fecundity or recruitment recorded in 2007, it 
likely caused the decrease in fecundity and 
recruitment measured in 2008 (Figure 8A 
and B).  Presumably the 2006–2007 winter 
affected the ability of ewes either to become 
pregnant, to carry a pregnancy to term, or to 
nurse newborn lambs the following year, 
resulting in a lower lamb to ewe ratio for 
2008 (Figure 8A).  A decline in body fat to 
10.7% in lactating ewes in the fall of 2007 
supports this hypothesis. This dry winter 
also likely affected the survival of lambs in 
2007 such that the ratio of yearlings to ewes 
decreased in 2008 (Figure 8B).  The same 
decline in fecundity and recruitment, 
although much smaller in magnitude, can be 
seen at Wheeler Ridge in 2008, suggesting 
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that the drought had repercussions across the 
Sierra.  The effects of this dry winter 
indicate that under extreme conditions these 
small, endangered populations may 
experience nutritional limits on 
reproduction.  
 
Summary 

In summary, it appears that predation 
and stochastic weather events such as 

Geographic Distribution and Natural 

Sierra Nevada bighorn sheep are alpine 
spe

s that predation 
and stochastic weather events such as 

Geographic Distribution and Natural 

Sierra Nevada bighorn sheep are alpine 
spe

avalanches account for much of the spatial 
and temporal variation in survival rates. 
Mountain lion predation is a significant 
cause of ewe mortality in the SRU, but 
avalanche is the most significant natural 
cause of ewe mortality in the CRU and 
NRU.  Reproduction and recruitment in the 
2 largest herds, Wheeler Ridge and Mount 
Langley, have declined with increasing 
population size, suggesting that density-
dependent mechanisms may affect small 
endangered populations.  The static 
population growth at Mount Baxter or the 
potential population decline at Wheeler 
Ridge over the last 4 years (Figure 4B) may 
also reflect emigration events leading to 
natural colonization of adjacent habitat (see 
below). 

avalanches account for much of the spatial 
and temporal variation in survival rates. 
Mountain lion predation is a significant 
cause of ewe mortality in the SRU, but 
avalanche is the most significant natural 
cause of ewe mortality in the CRU and 
NRU.  Reproduction and recruitment in the 
2 largest herds, Wheeler Ridge and Mount 
Langley, have declined with increasing 
population size, suggesting that density-
dependent mechanisms may affect small 
endangered populations.  The static 
population growth at Mount Baxter or the 
potential population decline at Wheeler 
Ridge over the last 4 years (Figure 4B) may 
also reflect emigration events leading to 
natural colonization of adjacent habitat (see 
below). 

Range Expansions Range Expansions 

cialists.  They are adapted to life at 
elevations above tree-line (>11,000 feet) for 
much of the year.  Essentially all Sierra 
bighorn spend most of the summer in the 
alpine, where they find forage that grows 
sparsely over much of the landscape but also 
in lush meadows.  As winter snows arrive, 
most animals migrate to lower-elevation 
(<9,000 feet) winter ranges some time after 
December to avoid snow and find forage 
that greens up earlier at lower elevations.  
We observed increasing use of low-
elevation winter range at Wheeler Ridge in 

the late 1990s, at Mount Baxter on Sand 
Mountain in 2003, and at Mount Langley in 
2004.  At Wheeler Ridge and Mount 
Langley, this expanded habitat use coincided 
with periods of increased fecundity and 
recruitment (Figures 7 and 8), suggesting the 
additional forage on low-elevation winter 
range enhanced reproductive output.  Some 
herd units have minimal access to low-
elevation winter range; these animals spend 
almost 12 months per year in the alpine 
environment.  In particular, the Mount Gibbs 
and Convict Creek herds are living in the 
alpine year-round and spending the winter 
on snow-free wind-scoured ridges.  Natural 
colonizations and range expansions have 
occurred in recent years, and some bighorn 
are persisting in environments where they 
are primarily using alpine winter ranges.   

cialists.  They are adapted to life at 
elevations above tree-line (>11,000 feet) for 
much of the year.  Essentially all Sierra 
bighorn spend most of the summer in the 
alpine, where they find forage that grows 
sparsely over much of the landscape but also 
in lush meadows.  As winter snows arrive, 
most animals migrate to lower-elevation 
(<9,000 feet) winter ranges some time after 
December to avoid snow and find forage 
that greens up earlier at lower elevations.  
We observed increasing use of low-
elevation winter range at Wheeler Ridge in 

the late 1990s, at Mount Baxter on Sand 
Mountain in 2003, and at Mount Langley in 
2004.  At Wheeler Ridge and Mount 
Langley, this expanded habitat use coincided 
with periods of increased fecundity and 
recruitment (Figures 7 and 8), suggesting the 
additional forage on low-elevation winter 
range enhanced reproductive output.  Some 
herd units have minimal access to low-
elevation winter range; these animals spend 
almost 12 months per year in the alpine 
environment.  In particular, the Mount Gibbs 
and Convict Creek herds are living in the 
alpine year-round and spending the winter 
on snow-free wind-scoured ridges.  Natural 
colonizations and range expansions have 
occurred in recent years, and some bighorn 
are persisting in environments where they 
are primarily using alpine winter ranges.   

Figure 9.  Temporal changes in the distribution of Sierra 
Nevada bighorn during 1975-2011.  Herd units identified 
in the Recovery Plan are shown. 
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Historically, bighorn sheep occupied a 
broad region of the central and southern 
Sierra Nevada (note area outline in blue in 
Figure 9).  Much of the historic range 
included groups of bighorn sheep that likely 
wintered in areas with little to no low-
elevation winter range.  GPS collar data 
collected in the last decade has shown that 
bighorn persist in the Sierra without low-
elevation winter range by using high, 
windswept ridges and mid-elevation winter 
ranges.   

 
The Recovery Plan for Sierra Nevada 

bighorn sheep identifies 16 areas across the 
Sierra Nevada that were likely occupied by 
separate bighorn herds during the last 2 
centuries from Twin Lakes near Bridgeport 
to Olancha Peak south of Lone Pine.  Of 
those 16 herd units, occupation of 12 is 
required before Sierra Nevada bighorn can 
be removed from the endangered species 
list.  In the 1970s, only 3 herd units were 
occupied.  Translocation efforts by DFG 
between 1979 and 1988 resulted in the 
establishment of 4 additional herds (Figure 
9) and provided a geographic distribution 
sufficient to protect this unique subspecies 
should one population experience a disease 
outbreak.  In the last decade natural range 
expansions have resulted in a multiyear 
occupation of an additional 2 herd units 
(Bubbs Creek and Convict Creek), 1 of 
which is required for delisting.     

Figure 10.  Colonization and range expansions from 
Mount Baxter. 

 
Long-distance movements of rams, 

particularly during the rut, are a mechanism 
mediating genetic diversity within otherwise 
small, geographically-isolated populations 
prone to erosion of genetic diversity by 
genetic drift.  However, these movements 
are transient and are not considered range 
expansions.  For a population to expand its 
range, a reproducing population (ewes and 
rams) must take up residence in a new 
location.  In the last 11 years, the Sierra 

Nevada Bighorn Sheep Recovery Program 
has documented 6 range expansions from 
the Mount Baxter, Wheeler Ridge, and 
Mount Warren populations, challenging the 
long-held belief that bighorn populations are 
poor colonizers of available habitat (Geist 
1971). 
 

In August 2002 a local mountain guide, 
S.P. Parker, observed 11 bighorn sheep 
including ewes and lambs at the base of 
Charlotte Dome west of the crest along 
Bubbs Creek in Kings Canyon National 
Park.  Further exploration revealed ample 
sign (Figure 10).  These sheep are likely 
descendants from a subpopulation of the 
Mount Baxter herd using Kearsarge Peak, 
last documented in 1995.  A continuous 
ridge system from Kearsarge Peak to Mount 
Gardiner probably served as the migration 
corridor allowing this colonization event.  
The new population, the Bubbs Creek herd, 
has persisted.  Recent data from satellite-
linked GPS collars on Bubbs Creek rams 
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during the rut suggest that these bighorn 
contribute to a large metapopulation 
including the Mount Baxter and Sawmill 
Canyon herds.   
 

A large movement by 2 VHF-collared 
ewes from the Mount Baxter herd last winter 
demonstrates the mechanism by which ewes 
can colonize adjacent habitat.  Genetic 
analyses confirmed that 2 groups from 
Mount Baxter containing at least 5 bighorn 
moved 18 miles south from Mount Baxter to 
winter in the Mount Williamson herd unit in 
2010–2011 (Figure 10).  At least 1 of the 
ewes appears to have returned to Mount 
Baxter.  The outcome of such long-distance 
explorations likely depends on a number of 
factors including the vacancy and quality of 
the new habitat.  Historically, long 
migratory routes may have existed across 
the Sierra; however, these learned behaviors 
are not present in populations established by 
recent translocations.  The Mount Baxter 
herd is 1 of 3 original herds, and it is 
possible these sheep are again using the 
range as their ancestors once did. 

Figure 11.  Colonization and range expansions from 
Wheeler Ridge. 

 
Evidence of range expansion of bighorn 

in the Sawmill Canyon herd has also been 
documented.  In 2009 on multiple occasions, 
1 collared ewe moved north over Taboose 
Pass into the Taboose Creek herd unit.  
Because no ground observations were made, 
it is unclear how many bighorn were in the 
group that made these excursions. 

 
Further north, bighorn from the Wheeler 

Ridge herd have also been exploring.  In 
July 2007, a GPS-collared ewe revealed use 
of an area at 12,500 feet called Granite Park 
(Figure 11).  This area is adjacent to an area 
of prior use, but our observations suggest 
that this movement reflects a range 
expansion.  The Granite Park ewes often 
remain at high elevation throughout the 
winter using patches of wind-blown, snow-

free habitat, a behavioral strategy previously 
undocumented in a herd that is known for its 
use of high-quality, low-elevation winter 
range.  Unfortunately, this subpopulation of 
the Wheeler Ridge herd may have perished 
in a large avalanche in Morgan Creek during 
last year’s heavy winter.  Whether this 
behavioral strategy will persist in the 
Wheeler Ridge herd remains to be seen. 
 

In August 2009, fecal pellets and fresh 
tracks were observed near Mount Stanford 
north of Wheeler Ridge in the Convict 
Creek herd unit, an area then thought to be 
unoccupied.  Genetic analysis of these fecal 
samples indicated use by 3 bighorn ewes.  In 
January 2011, backcountry skiers reported a 
group of 7 bighorn on Esha Peak in the 
Convict Creek herd unit.  Photos revealed 
that the group contained 3 adult ewes, 3 
lambs, and a yearling ram.  The same group 
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was observed again in June with 2 newborn 
lambs, and fecal samples were collected.  
Genetic analysis will determine whether 
these are the same 3 ewes observed 2 years 
prior near Mount Stanford.  These sheep are 
likely immigrants from Wheeler Ridge, 
where population growth may have slowed 
in part due to these dispersal events (Figure 
11). 

 
In July 2009, 2 ewes were photographed 

on Coyote Ridge.  Subsequent surveys of the 
area have not revealed evidence of use.  
Either our attempts to find these bighorn 
have been unsuccessful or this was a failed 
colonization attempt by bighorn from 
Wheeler Ridge or from Sawmill Canyon, 26 
miles south.  Future surveys will continue to 
search for evidence of colonization of this 
herd unit. 
 

The most northern herd unit, Mount 
Warren, was established by a translocation 
to Lee Vining Canyon in 1986.  Despite 
fluctuations in size, the herd has moved 
north in a series of range expansions.  
Bighorn were first observed using the north 
side of Lundy Canyon and Dunderberg Peak 
in 2003.  These range expansions suggest 
that bighorn in the Mount Warren herd are 
optimizing their habitat use as they discover 
surrounding areas.  Unfortunately, their 
movements north are bringing them closer to 
domestic sheep grazing allotments.  If 
bighorn in the Mount Warren herd continue 
to move north, the risk of disease 
transmission will increase. 

 
Temporary expansions and long-term 

colonizations are signs of functional 
metapopulations.  As connectivity increases 
between herds in the Sierra, there is greater 
potential for the spread of a disease that 
would devastate Sierra Nevada bighorn 
sheep increases.  To protect this unique 
subspecies from such a threat, we are 

planning translocations to reintroduce Sierra 
Nevada bighorn to 2 herd units in the remote 
Great Western Divide within Sequoia and 
Kings Canyon National Parks.  
 

These range expansions and 
colonizations have helped to expand our 
understanding of Sierra Nevada bighorn 
behavior and habitat, demonstrating that 
multiple types of winter habitat can be used 
successfully.  High-elevation windswept 
ridges in Mount Warren and Convict Creek, 
relatively forested mid-elevation slopes at 
Bubbs Creek, and the more traditional low-
elevation slopes along the eastern Sierra at 
Mount Baxter and Wheeler Ridge are 
utilized by Sierra bighorn as winter range.  
As additional suitable habitat is identified 
both by bighorn and by our habitat models, 
the distribution of bighorn throughout the 
Sierra will expand. 

 

Mountain Lion Ecology and 
Management 

The predator monitoring effort 
associated with the Recovery Program is 
designed to understand the relationship 
among Sierra bighorn and predators in the 
recovery area.  The Recovery Plan (USFWS 
2007) identifies mountain lions as a primary 
threat to recovery, and the California Fish 
and Game Code authorizes the removal of 
mountain lions that pose an imminent threat 
to bighorn sheep.  The Recovery Plan 
recommends discontinuing predator 
management during a monitoring period 
once downlisting goals are met. 

The Recovery Program has implemented 
an adaptive management strategy with 
regard to mountain lion predation.  During 
the first 2 years of the program, when 
bighorn numbers were dangerously low, a 
lion considered to be a threat was removed 
before the lion was known to kill bighorn.  

 18
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Figure 12.  Polygons used to determine minimum counts 
for mountain lions in the eastern Sierra Nevada during 
1999-2011.  Mule deer winter ranges represent the primary 
prey base for mountain lions. 

Figure 13.  Mountain lion annual minimum counts (July 1 
to June 30) in Owens Valley adjacent to Sierra Nevada 

to support bighorn recovery. 

ery units, we 
monitored mountain lions in and adjacent to 
big

umber of 
adult, subadult, and dispersing mountain 
lion

Three lions were killed during this time.  As 
bighorn populations increased in size, we 
attempted to prevent lion predation by 
intervening before a lion killed a bighorn.  
In the SRU in spring 2002, we started 
harassing collared lions near bighorn in an 
attempt to move the lions away from 
bighorn.  As there was no known predation 
in the Southern Recovery Unit (SRU) from 
1999 to 2003, we studied bighorn/lion 
interactions in a relatively unperturbed 
system.  As bighorn populations further 
increased, bighorn/lion interactions also 
increased and lion predation was detected.   
In 2003, active lion management became 
necessary in the Central Recovery Unit 
(CRU).  In February 2006 in the SRU, we 
readopted the strategy of removing lions that 
posed an imminent predation threat in order 

In all 3 occupied recov

horn habitat to identify individuals that 
posed an imminent threat.  Mountain lions 
were monitored by experienced trackers 
who located, collared, and tracked 
individuals using hounds.  Since 2000, 91 
individual mountain lions have been handled 
in or adjacent to the 3 occupied recovery 
units.  Most were captured and collared, but 
some were kittens too small to collar, and 
some were killed immediately and never 
marked because they posed an imminent 
threat to bighorn.  The number of individual 
adult mountain lions being tracked on 
bighorn winter ranges fluctuated but 
generally increased throughout the last 
decade and peaked in 2008-2009. 

We estimated the minimum n

s in and adjacent to the 3 occupied 
bighorn recovery units. We determined a 
minimum count (Figure 13) based on the 
number of unique lions that were identified 
within 3 geographic polygons that include 
occupied herd units in the 3 recovery units 
(Figure 12).  Using physical evidence 
(McBride et al. 2008), 71 different adult, 
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sub-adult, and dispersing lions were 
included in the minimum count.  Kittens 
were not included.  Sixty-seven lions were 
handled, 3 additional sub-adults were 
included based on tracks documented early 
in the program, and 1 adult male has not yet 
been collared.  Eight of these lions used 
more than 1 recovery unit in the same year; 
these lions are counted only in the recovery 
unit they used most in a given year.   

The minimum count was developed by 
continually attempting to capture and collar 
every lion within each area.  This effort 
entailed tracking with hounds and 
identifying all lions within each recovery 
unit.  When we encountered tracks of 
unmarked lions, we pursued them until they 
were captured or until they left the area 
(dispersers). 

The minimum count of mountain lions 
was greatest in 2008-2009 when it reached a 
maximum of 17 (Figure 13) in the polygons 
defined in Figure 12.  Minimum lion counts 

ranged from 1 to 9 adult, sub-adult, and 
disperser individuals per year in proximity 
to each recovery unit.  

In addition to the minimum count of 
lions per Recovery Unit, we documented the 
number of collared adult mountain lions that 
traveled within the bighorn herd units.  
Using polygons of the herd units (Figure 2), 
we plotted location data from collared lions 
for the months of November through April.  
A sum of the number of adult mountain 
lions that registered at least one location on 
any winter range was calculated.  For the 
Mount Warren and Mount Gibbs ranges, 
summer locations were also included.  
Uncollared lions that were killed or had a 
confirmed location within a polygon were 
also included (Figure 14). The level of 
mountain lion use of herd units was 
consistent with the incidence of predation on 
bighorn sheep.  For example, abundant lion 
use of herd units in 2008 coincided with 
heavy predation, particularly in the SRU. 

Figure 14.  Number of individual adult lions using bighorn sheep ranges from November through April and all 
months for Mt. Warren and Mt. Gibbs ranges, in each year.  The same lion could be counted on different ranges 
in the same year.  Total number of different mountain lions for each year in parentheses. 
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In general, mountain lions occupied 
suitable habitat in the majority of the eastern 
Sierra Nevada and the Owens Valley in 
proximity to the recovery area for Sierra 
bighorn.  The Round Valley and Goodale 
mule deer winter ranges supported higher 
lion populations near the CRU and SRU, 
respectively.  In contrast, the Northern 
Recovery Unit was not immediately 
adjacent to the winter range for the Mono 
Basin mule deer herd that winters at lower 
elevations in Nevada.  Areas of higher lion 
use tended to be concentrated around mule 
deer winter ranges (Johnson 2010a).  Male 
home ranges were larger than those of 
females.  Some lions used 2 recovery units 
in the same year (Figure 15). Figure 15 
illustrates the variation in annual range use 
by mountain lions that wore GPS collars 
from July 2008 to June 2009.  The figure 
does not represent all lions because not all 
lions wore GPS collars, but it provides an 
idea of mountain lion behavior, habitat use, 
and range use overlap with bighorn sheep 
and other lions.  

Sierra bighorn herd units in the Central 
and Southern Recovery Units that 
overlapped with mule deer winter ranges 
tended to experience higher lion use and 
heavier predation by mountain lions (Figure 
13 and Figure 6A).  We observed the 
heaviest predation on bighorn sheep by 
mountain lions in the Wheeler Ridge and 
Mount Baxter herd units, herds that are 
adjacent to the large Round Valley and 
Goodale deer winter ranges, respectively. Of 
mountain lions that were documented to use 
occupied bighorn habitat repeatedly during 
2000-2010, 43% were associated with 
predation on bighorn sheep.  This is likely a 
conservative estimate of predation rates for 
mountain lions living in bighorn sheep range 
because GPS collars were not consistently 
deployed in all herds until recent years.   

In the SRU, VHF collars were replaced 

with GPS collars on some lions known to 
kill bighorn starting in 2005.  Lions that 
were not removed after they killed a bighorn 
were documented to kill additional bighorn.  
An extreme example of this is lion 95.  Lion 
95 killed 1 bighorn in March 2007.  We 
replaced his VHF with a GPS collar a few 
days later.  Lion 95 killed a minimum of 5 
additional bighorn between February and 
June 2008.  From fall 2006 through spring 
2010 in the SRU, 75% of the known resident 
adult lions were clearly linked to bighorn 
kills; the other 25% (2) of lions were not 
directly associated with bighorn kills, but 
did use bighorn winter range. 

Sixty-two bighorn mortalities were 
identified as probable or certain mountain 
lions kills in the last 11 years. Bighorn 
preyed upon by mountain lions were located 

Figure 15.  Mountain lion activity areas adjacent to 
Sierra Nevada bighorn sheep low elevation winter range 
identified by GPS collar data during July 2008 to June 
2009. 
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by following lion tracks with the use of 
hounds, by investigating clusters from GPS 
collars on mountain lions, by investigating 
mortality signals from sheep collars, and by 
discovering bighorn mortalities during 
bighorn population surveys.   Since bighorn 
were listed in 1999, 22 mountains lions were 
killed to protect them; 18 had preyed upon 
bighorn.  Four were killed because their 
location data indicated a significant threat to 
bighorn.  Of these, 3 were males removed 
early in the program (1999-2001), and 1 was 
a female removed in 2010. 

Following heavy predation in the SRU in 
2007 and 2008, all lions that demonstrated a 
threat to bighorn sheep were eventually 

removed.  Nine lions had killed bighorn, and 
1 was deemed a threat because of proximity 
to bighorn.  Most removals occurred in 
2009.  The following year, 2 lions were 
detected in the SRU, and no lion-killed 
bighorn mortalities were identified.   

The number of known lion deaths per 
year, including those removed for recovery 
and those that died of natural causes, road 
kills, etc., varied between 2 and 11 during 
1999-2010 (Figure 16). In all years except 
2009, lions died primarily from a variety of 
natural and human causes not associated 
with predator removals for bighorn 
recovery.    Although removals for recovery 
increased in 2009, the total number of 
annual mortalities was similar to the long-
term annual average of lion deaths when 
adjusted for population size.  Mountain lion 
removal to protect bighorn sheep accounted 
for 31% of the known lion deaths.  Killing 
mountain lions to protect bighorn sheep is 
the greatest single cause of mortality of 
mountain lions in the recovery area (Figure 
17).  
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The mountain lion population in 
California is estimated at 4,000-6,000 
animals (Updike 2003).  This estimate has a 
wide range of uncertainty, but illustrates that 
lions interacting with Sierra bighorn 
represent a small fraction (<1%) of the 
overall lion population in the state. The 
occupied portion of the recovery area for 
Sierra Nevada bighorn sheep represents 
about 2% of the habitat for mountain lions in 
the Sierra Nevada.  Although predator 
management influences the number of 
mountain lions in localized areas, the effects 
are not expected to have a negative 
influence on the larger lion population given 
the size of the population statewide.  

Disease Risk 

There is a long history of bighorn sheep 
die-offs following contact with domestic 
sheep, and a great deal of research under 
controlled conditions in captivity has 
repeatedly found the same result (Lawrence 
et al. 2010, Wehausen et al. 2011).  This 
evidence was the basis of concern in the 
Recovery Plan about domestic sheep grazing 
near bighorn sheep herd units, and a major 
reason for listing these bighorn as 

endangered.  At the time of listing there 
were numerous domestic sheep allotments in 
proximity to existing bighorn sheep herds, 
including several in the Mono Basin, 1 near 
the north end of Wheeler Ridge, and a 
driveway up the Owens Valley through 
which 6,000 domestic sheep in groups of 
1,000 were driven north during springs with 
good forage growth.  In the quarter century 
prior to endangered listing, stray domestic 
sheep had been found in bighorn sheep 
habitat ranging from the Mount Baxter herd 
north of Independence to the Mount Gibbs 
herd unit (in Yosemite National Park) and 
the Mount Warren herd unit north of Lee 
Vining Creek. 

Figure 17. Cause-specific mortality of mountain lions in and 
adjacent to the recovery area during 1999-2010. 

Following emergency federal 
endangered listing in 1999, the Inyo 
National Forest (INF) convened an 
interdisciplinary team to investigate and 
make recommendations on domestic sheep 
allotments near Sierra Nevada bighorn herds 
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on lands administered by INF, Los Angeles 
Department of Water and Power (LADWP), 
and other agencies.  Those allotments varied 
greatly in risk from grazing in fenced 
irrigated pastures in the Mono Basin to 
allotments in which sheep were moved 
through higher vegetation with poor 
visibility in relatively steep terrain on slopes 
immediately below bighorn ranges.  Two 
such allotments in the Mono Basin were 
considered a very high risk with no 
mitigation options.  Mitigation measures 
such as extra fencing and regular counts 
were proposed for other allotments.  
LADWP instead chose to terminate all 
domestic sheep grazing permits on their 
lands considered in that review, and INF 
closed the 2 allotments in the Mono Basin 
that could not be mitigated.  This ended the 
Owens Valley driveway and most domestic 
sheep grazing in the Mono Basin west of 
Highway 395. 

As part of the 1999 domestic sheep 
grazing review, allotments further north on 
lands administered by the Humboldt-
Toiyabe National Forest were investigated.  
Because at that time no bighorn sheep were 
known to use habitat north of Mill Creek in 
Lundy Canyon, an agreement was made that 
an allotment near Lundy Canyon would be 
closed if bighorn sheep expanded their range 
across Lundy Canyon.  Such an expansion 
was documented in 2003 and has led to a 
protracted review process and to multiple 
agencies vacating allotments.  Through that 
process it was discovered that an allotment 
at the mouth of Lundy Canyon exists 
through a permit with Mono County, and 
discussions are occurring to address this 
risk. 

Deployment of standard VHF and GPS 
collars on bighorn sheep males by the 
Recovery Program documented some long 
distance movements (>53 km) that raised 
concerns about the risks posed by more 

distant domestic sheep allotments to the 
north.  The Recovery Program has been very 
active in dealing with this issue, developing 
a formal risk assessment relative to this 
question and convening a Recovery Team 
subcommittee to address the topic.  The Risk 
Assessment Team met for 2 years and 
included individuals from agencies and 
NGOs, as well as permittees. In 2009 the 
team released a joint document (Baumer et 
al. 2009) that identified a process for 
assessing the risk of contact between 
bighorn and domestic sheep.  Subsequently, 
an additional interagency document (Croft et 
al. 2009) was completed that clarified 
recommendations for grazing management.  
Federal allotments west of Highway 395 
were identified as having the most risk. 
Many of these have been vacated recently or 
are not currently in use (Figure 18, in 
orange).  Efforts to quantify the risk 
associated with grazing domestic sheep 
adjacent to the Sierra bighorn recovery area 
predict that outbreaks of respiratory disease 
would be disastrous to the population and to 
efforts to reach recovery goals (Clifford et 
al. 2009, Cahn et al. 2011).  Planning efforts 
to further reduce disease risk to Sierra 
Nevada bighorn sheep are still ongoing. 

Habitat Enhancement 

Although habitat for Sierra Nevada 
bighorn sheep has not suffered from 
fragmentation, pinyon pine encroachment on 
some winter ranges has reduced winter 
habitat suitability.    Low elevation winter 
ranges in the Mount Langley, Mount 
Williamson, and Mount Warren herd units 
are more heavily forested than bighorn 
prefer.  In April 2001, we carried out a 
prescribed burn along Diaz Creek on the 
Mount Langley winter range; the fire 
produced excellent habitat conditions and is 
used heavily by Sierra bighorn.  During 
2009, six polygons outside of designated 
Wilderness in those 3 herd units were 
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delineated as being suitable for burning to 
enhance bighorn habitat. During March 
2010, a prescribed burn was attempted in 
Shepherd Creek on the Mount Williamson 
winter range but conditions were too wet for 
the fire to carry. In 2010 the Wilderness 
boundaries were expanded, and all of the 
proposed burn sites are now in Wilderness.  
We are evaluating the feasibility of 
implementing further prescribed burns.  

In an effort to better understand the 
effects of fire on bighorn habitat in the 
Sierra Nevada, we have studied natural fires 
such as the Seven Oaks Fire that burned 
most of the Mount Baxter winter range 
during July 2007.  Forage responded 
favorably to that fire and was superior 
within 2 years post burn (Greene 2010).  

Translocations 

We implemented translocations to 
augment existing populations during the first 
11 years following listing.  In 2001, 1 ram 
was moved from Wheeler Ridge to the 
Mount Williamson herd to help track 

bighorn there, but he quickly moved south to 
the Mount Langley herd.  During 2003, 2 
rams from Wheeler Ridge were added to the 
Mount Warren herd to boost genetic 
diversity.  In 2005, 5 pregnant ewes were 
translocated from Wheeler Ridge to the 
Mount Baxter herd to expedite recovery, but 
3 moved north to the Sawmill Canyon herd.  
In March 2009, 6 pregnant ewes were 
moved to Lundy Canyon from Mount 
Langley (3) and Wheeler Ridge (3), and 5 of 
the lambs born survived through the summer 
and were yearlings in spring 2010. 

A great deal of planning occurred prior 
to the translocations in 2009.  We used 
extensive data on collared individuals from 
source populations to select bighorn ewes 
with the greatest potential for success 
following translocation.  In particular, we 
examined data on body condition, disease 
status, genetic diversity (heterozygosity), 
winter habitat selection, and reproductive 
performance.  Five of the 6 ewes 
translocated during 2009 were previously 
collared and were selected because of their 
prior optimal health, reproductive history, 
and heterozygosity.  Although program 
research indicates that changes in genetic 
variation are not likely to impact short-term 
conservation efforts, it is import to prevent 
further losses of genetic diversity (Johnson 
et al. 2011). 
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No bighorn have been translocated to 
unoccupied herd units since listing.  
Augmentations were restricted to those 
listed here because of limited source stock, 
an outbreak of contagious ecthyma, and 
logistical constraints. Additional planned 
translocations were not conducted during 
2010 because all DFG helicopter operations 
throughout the state were halted following a 
helicopter accident in 2010. 

Weather 

Snow water content was relatively stable 
during the winters of 2000–2004 (Figure 
19), a period during which herds tended to 
increase in size.  Snow water content 
represents total snowfall as melted water 
(see figure legend for further explanation). 
The winters of 2005, 2006, and 2011 were 
characterized by significantly higher snow 
levels, while snow water content was below 
average in the drought year of 

2007. Overall, the Mount Gibbs herd unit 
experienced the greatest snow levels, 
although this weather station was located at 
a higher elevation than the other stations. All 
other herd units exhibit a pattern of 
comparatively lower snow levels. 
 

Precipitation has the potential both to 
positively and negatively influence bighorn 
sheep dynamics (Johnson et al. 2010c).  
Abundant precipitation results in improved 
quantity and quality of forage for bighorn 
sheep; drought years reduce the nutritional 
quality of habitat.  However, although 
precipitation may ultimately drive 
population growth, direct relationships 
between precipitation and population size 
are often difficult to detect.   

 
A string of relationships separate 

demographic parameters from precipitation.  
The complexities arise because precipitation 
directly affects forage quantity and quality, 

Figure 19.  Water content of snow from high elevation weather stations near Sierra Nevada bighorn sheep 
herd units 2000–2011. Snow depths on an average-weather year can be approximated by multiplying Snow 
Water Content values reported near the first of the each month by the following factor: January   3.0 and May 
2.0.  2010 data is missing for Wheeler; 2004 data is missing for Langley. 
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which then dictate animal body condition.  
Population density also affects body 
condition through competition for forage 
and its acquisition.  Body condition 
determines survival and reproductive 
success, which determine recruitment and 
finally population growth.  Further 
complexities arise from density-independent 
events, such as predation, avalanches, and 
disease, that may or may not be influenced 
by precipitation but that may depress 
otherwise healthy populations.  Many 
factors interact to determine population size, 
but on a fundamental level populations will 
under-perform if precipitation and forage are 
inadequate.  

 
The average precipitation early in the 

decade likely benefited body condition of 
bighorn sheep and is reflected in the overall 
population growth during that period.  Yet 
the arrival of extreme weather during the 

middle of the decade appears to coincide 
with declining population growth rates and 
recruitment.  Specifically, the drought in the 
winter of 2006-2007 likely had a multiyear 
influence on bighorn demographics.  Several 
rams in the Mount Warren herd unit died of 
malnutrition in 2008.  In the fall of 2007, 
bighorn at Wheeler Ridge experienced an 
outbreak of contagious ecthyma which may 
have been induced by stress following the 
drought.  At Mount Langley and Wheeler 
Ridge, declines in fecundity and recruitment 
were observed in 2008.  The severe winter 
of 2011 also affected bighorn populations.   
Mortalities of adult bighorn at Wheeler 
Ridge and Mount Warren due to deep snow 
and avalanches increased (see Cause 
Specific Mortality and Survival above).  
This stochastic weather event may delay 
recovery of these herds. 
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Future Actions to Reach Recovery Goals 
 

Downlisting and delisting goals in the Recovery Plan include: (1) at least 305 adult and 
yearling females in a specified distribution among recovery units, and (2) the occupation of 12 
specific herd units.  Currently, established herds occupy 7 of those herd units, and at least 1 more 
is in the early stages of natural colonization.  The current total number of females (195) is 64% 
of the Recovery Plan goal.    

Four vacant herd units are required for recovery: Laurel Creek and Big Arroyo in the Kern 
Recovery Unit and Olancha Peak and Taboose Creek in the Southern Recovery Unit.  As few as 
3 herd units (Laurel Creek, Big Arroyo, and Olancha Peak) require translocations to achieve herd 
unit occupancy goals because movement barriers make it unlikely that natural colonizations will 
occur.  Movements of collared bighorn from an adjacent herd indicate that Taboose Creek may 
be colonized naturally as the adjacent population increases.  Each reintroduction will consist of 
translocations of at least 40 bighorn sheep to maximize genetic diversity and to generate group 
sizes for optimal survival and reproduction.   

The availability of adequate numbers of bighorn sheep for such translocations is dependent 
on the growth of the Mount Baxter and Sawmill Canyon herds to a size sufficient to serve as a 
source of translocations, as they did previously for 4 of the currently occupied herd units. Stock 
for translocations will also come from the Wheeler Ridge and Mount Langley herds, if they 
maintain a size large enough to allow removals. Other herd units may need augmentations to 
reach optimal sizes. 

Reaching recovery goals will therefore necessitate adaptive management to maximize the 
demographic health of the potential sources of translocation stock, and removal of sheep from 
those herds for translocation in a way that optimizes herd productivity while protecting source 
herds.  This will entail continued protection of sources of translocation stock from predation and 
the use of fire to improve habitat.  Efforts to minimize the potential for introduced disease from 
domestic sheep and goats are also still ongoing, and are essential to protect existing herds. 

Continued cooperation among agencies is essential given that Sierra Nevada bighorn sheep 
reside almost entirely in multiple National Parks and National Forests, and herd units are 
adjacent to land with many other public and private owners (Figure 20). 

 
Recovery goals may be approached within a decade if commitment is maintained to fully 

implement primary recovery actions.  Because habitat and connectivity are fully intact, there is 
high potential to reestablish a fully functioning metapopulation in the Sierra Nevada.  A unique 
opportunity exists to restore this native ungulate to the Sierra Nevada ecosystem. 
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Figure 20.  Land ownership of Sierra Nevada bighorn sheep herd units and neighboring areas. 
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Appendix A. 
Demographic history of Sierra Nevada bighorn sheep during 2006 – 2011. 
 

 
 
Herd Unit 

 
 

Year 

 
Adult 
Ewes 

 
Yrlg 
Ewes 

Min.  
Total 
Ewes 

Est. 
Total 
Ewes 

 
 

Lambs 

 
Adult 
Rams 

 
Yrlg 
Rams 

Min. 
Total 
Rams 

Est. 
Total 
Rams 

 
Min. 
Total 

Total 
With 
Ests. 

Langley 06-07 34 11 45 38 (35-47) 18 21 7 28  91  

 07-08 34 10 44 47 (38-60) 17 16 6 22  83 86 

 08-09 35 3 38 46 (33-65) 8 19 5 24  70 76 

 09-10 29 4 371 48 (32-71) 15 15 4 19  71 67 

 10-11 36 6 42 41 (30-56) 11 32 7 39  92  

Williamson 07-08 10 3 13  7 7 1 8  28  

 08-09 11 3 14  4 8 2 10  28  

 09-10 8 0 8  2 6 0 6  16  

 10-11 9 1 111  3 - 1 1  15  

Bubbs 06-07 - - -  - - - -  -  

 07-08 13 1 14  6 6 1 7  27  

 08-09 14 3 17  1 4 1 5  23  

 09-10 - - -  - - - -  -  

 10-11 6 3 9  2 11 1 12  23  

Baxter 07-08 26 3 29  10 9 4 13  53  

 08-09 29 5 34 27 (18-40) 13 12 5 17  64  

 09-10 24 6 30 28 (27-36) 20 21 1 22  72  

 10-11 27 5 32 28 (27-36) 13 26 8 34  79  

Sawmill 07-08 11 1 12 221 4 3 2 5  18 28 

 08-09 22 1 23 291 9 8 3 11  43 49 

 09-10 29 1 30 331 10 13 2 15  55  

 10-11 33 6 39  16 8 6 14  69  

Wheeler 06-07 34 4 38 49 (37-61) 11 26 4 30 59 (26-92) 79 119 

 07-08 36 6 42 55 (43-70) 15 35 4 39  96 109 

 08-09 36 2 38 43 (33-56) 14 20 2 22 33 (21-55) 74 90 

 09-10 361 3 391 43 (31-59) 12 31 2 33 35 (29-42) 75 90 

 10-11 29 5 34 40 (32-51) 21 23 10 33  88  

Gibbs 06-07 3 1 4  2 3 0 3  9  

 07-08 4 1 5  4 3 1 4  13  

 08-09 5 2 7  3 3 2 5  15  

 09-10 8 1 9  2 5 1 6  17  

 10-11 7 0 7  1 6 0 6  14  

Warren 06-07 7 2 9  4 10 0 10  23  
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 07-08 7 2 9 111 4 13 0 13  26 28 

 08-09 6 2 8 101 5 7 0 7  21 23 

 09-10 10 + 62 1 11 + 62 11 + 62 7 + 52 6 2 8  26/372  

 10-11 16 5 21  11 5 3 8  40  

Totals 07-08 141 27 168  67 92 19 111  344  

 08-09 158 21 179  57 81 20 101  338  

 09-10 150 16 170  73 97 12 109  343  

 10-11 163 31 195  78 111 36 147  420  

1 reconstructed population based on additional ewes documented in later years 
2 translocated ewes and the lambs born to them that survived into summer 
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Appendix B. 
Herd Unit Summaries: 

Geographic and 
Demographic Analyses 

 
 
The information presented in this 
appendix is intended to summarize all 
demographic data and significant events 
for each herd unit since the time of 
listing as an endangered species or 
earlier where reliable information is 
available.  Each herd unit summary 
contains a map describing the location of 
the herd unit and areas used by bighorn, 
a timeline containing management 
actions, immigration/emigration events, 
known changes in habitat use, and 
weather events of ecological importance, 
and where data permit, a series of graphs 
displaying demographic data over time.  
The demographic measures presented 
are the total number of adult and 
yearling ewes, the rate of change of the 
total number of ewes (lambda), 
fecundity (lamb to ewe ratio), 
recruitment (yearling to ewe ratio), and 
survival.  Methods used to generate 
demographic data are described below.     
 
Methods 
 
Population Estimates 
Minimum count population estimates 
were generated by counting adult and 
yearling ewes and adding live collared 
ewes not observed.  Reconstructed 
counts were generated by adjusting the 
minimum count upward using data based 
on fecal genotyping analysis, following 
years’ minimum counts, and including 
mark-resight (MR) estimates with 95% 
confidence intervals for years when the 

MR estimate was larger than the 
minimum count.   
 
For herd units with summer (post-birth 
pulse) surveys (Mount Langley, Mount 
Williamson, Bubbs Creek, Mount Gibbs, 
and Mount Warren); the count data is 
from July to October of that year.  For 
herd units with winter (pre-birth pulse) 
surveys (Mount Baxter, Sawmill 
Canyon, and Wheeler Ridge) the count 
data were collected from November to 
April of the following year.  For 
example, most winter surveys typically 
occur in March; the year associated with 
those data is typically the prior year such 
that data collected in March 2010 is 
recorded for 2009.  Data presented in 
this Appendix are from a consistent 
season for each herd and may not be 
consistent with the data in Figure 4 that 
substitutes summer data for incomplete 
winter data. 
 
Lambda 
Lambda is a measure of population 
change and was calculated as the current 
year’s population estimate divided by 
the previous year’s population estimate 
(Nt+1/Nt) based on minimum counts for 
adult and yearling ewes or reconstructed 
counts and adjusted for translocations 
and biologically implausible values.  
 
For years in which ewes were removed 
for translocation, the population estimate 
the year prior to removal (Nt) was 
decreased to exclude removed animals.  
For years in which augmentations 
occurred, the population estimate of the 
year of the augmentation (Nt+1) was 
decreased to exclude introduced animals.   
 
Lambda was considered biologically 
implausible and excluded from analysis 
if lambda > 1.5 and N > 20 or lambda > 

 i
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2 and N ≤ 20.  These biologically 
implausible values are likely caused by 
under counts in year Nt which affects 
lambda for two years.  Thus lambda 
determined to be biologically 
implausible by the above rules resulted 
in censoring that year’s lambda and 
lambda from the preceding year. 
 
Lamb to Ewe and Yearling to Ewe 
Ratios 
Lamb to ewe and yearling to ewe ratios 
are calculated based on observed 
animals during one year.  No 
reconstructions are included in these 
calculations.  For winter surveys (pre-
birth pulse), adult females are ≥2.7 years 
old; yearlings are ~1.7-1.9 years old; and 
lambs are ~0.7-0.9 year old.  For 
summer surveys (post-birth pulse), adult 
females are ≥2.1 years old; yearlings are 
~1.1-1.3 yrs old; and lambs are ~0.1-0.3 

years old. 
 
Survival 
Kaplan-Meyer survival rates are 
calculated annually for collared ewes 
based on sheep birth years (April 15-
April 14).  We calculated adult female 
survival of the year (t) as NA(t)/(NA(t-1) 
+ NY(t-1)) where NA is the number of 
adult females and NY is the number of 
yearling females. We used a Kaplan 
Meier estimator treating all adult 
females as a single age class (Heisey 
2006).  Staggered entry during a given 
year was not included.  Staggered entry 
was accounted for only on an annual 
basis.  Survival rates are only plotted for 
years where populations contained ≥3 
collars. 
 

 
Literature Cited 

 
Heisey, D. M. and B. R. Patterson. 2006. A review of methods to estimate cause-specific 

mortality in presence of competing risks. Journal of Wildlife Management 70:1544–
1555. 
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Appendix C. 
Herd Unit Summaries for 2010-

2011 
 

The information presented in this 
appendix summarizes survey efforts and 
significant events occurring between July 1, 
2010 and June 30, 2011 for each herd unit. 

 
The 2010-2011 winter was a very 

heavy winter, exceeding 183% of average 
snowfall in the mountains.  However, a large 
percentage of that snow fell during just 5 
days beginning December 18, producing the 
snowiest December on record.  Numerous 
bighorn sheep were documented to die in 
avalanches during winter, but other such 
losses probably went undocumented in some 
herds. 
 
Mount Langley 

In the summer of 2010 it took 3 
survey attempts before a sufficiently 
complete count was achieved in September.  
That minimum count was 36 adult ewes, 6 
yearling ewes, 11 lambs, 7 yearling rams, 
and 32 adult rams for a total of 92.  The 
mark-resight estimate of 41 adult and 
yearling ewes (95% CI:30-56) was just 
under the minimum count of 42.  Rams are 
not the focus of these counts, but this was 
the highest number of rams ever counted in 
this herd.   
 
One radio collared ewe died at high 
elevation during winter.  All others 
successfully descended to winter ranges 
despite the deep snow in December.  
 
Mount Williamson 

A summer survey in 2010 located 
only a single group of 9 sheep in North 
Bairs Creek.  It contained 6 adult females, 1 
yearling female, 1 lamb, and 1 yearling 
male, thus suggesting the possibility of a 

low lamb:ewe ratio in the population.  
During the following winter 17 non-
immigrant sheep could accounted for: 8 
adult ewes, 2 yearling ewes, 4 lambs, and 3 
adult rams.  One radio-collared ewe died in 
spring. 
 

Two radio-collared females from the 
Mount Baxter herd emigrated to Mount 
Williamson in 2010 and were located on 
winter ranges in early April of 2011.  These 
were apparently independent events.  One of 
these ewes (S167) was seen during a 
summer survey of the Mount Baxter herd in 
2010, whereas the other (S166) was not.  
When found at Mount Williamson they were 
a considerable distance apart.  S166 was 
located between George Creek and South 
Bairs Creek in a patch of habitat that was the 
most favored winter range of the Mount 
Williamson sheep up to 1985 before they 
abandoned use of low-elevation winter 
ranges south of Shepherd Creek.  
Accompanying S166 was another adult 
female and a yearling of each sex.  Given 
the absence of Mount Williamson sheep at 
this location for 25 years, these other sheep 
were suspected also to be from the Mount 
Baxter herd.   They were genotyped from 
DNA extracted from droppings and tested 
for 18 microsatellite loci relative to past 
samplings of the Mount Williamson herd 
and the combined Mount Baxter and 
Sawmill Canyon herds.  All 3 showed strong 
alliance with the Mount Baxter/Sawmill 
Canyon population; thus this entire group 
apparently emigrated from the Mount Baxter 
herd.  S167 was located in Shepherd Creek 
in a group of 12 sheep that included 4 
collared females from Mount Williamson.  
Behavioral interactions (dominance and 
association) suggested that she was a lone 
immigrant.  These observations indicate the 
total emigration of 5 Mount Baxter sheep: 3 
adult females and a yearling of each sex. 
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Bubbs Creek 
This population was not surveyed by 

helicopter during the 2010-2011 winter.  An 
attempt was made to count these sheep on 
the ground in the summer of 2010.  The 
result was 6 adult ewes, 3 yearling ewes, 2 
lambs, 1 yearling ram, and 11 adult rams.  
The adult rams are not necessarily from this 
herd, and the number of ewes was about 
one-half that of the last good helicopter 
count.  
 
Mount Baxter 

A coordinated summer count of 
females and associates was carried out in 
July of 2010.  During that count all collared 
ewes except S166 (who emigrated to Mount 
Williamson) were seen.  Minimum totals 
were: 29 adult ewes, 6 yearling ewes, 21 
lambs, and 8 yearling rams, for a total of 71 
sheep. 
 

Winter range counts began in late 
December and continued into April.  The 
result was a minimum total count of 77 
sheep that included all collars that did not 
emigrate: 25 adult ewes, 5 yearling ewes, 13 
lambs, 8 yearling rams, and 26 adult rams.  
The sheep that emigrated to Mount 
Williamson would increase this to 28 adult 
ewes, 6 yearling ewes, 13 lambs, 9 yearling 
rams, 26 adult rams, and a total of 82.  This 
suggests a 75% survivorship of the 20 lambs 
counted the previous year, and 83% 
survivorship for adult and yearling ewes if 
no further emigrants existed.  
 

Comparisons with the summer count 
data suggest losses of at least 3 adult ewes, 1 
yearling ewe, and 8 lambs between summer 
and winter range counts.  It is possible that 
many of these perished after the record 
December snow fall.  One young radio-
collared ram from the Mount Baxter herd 
began emitting a mortality signal at high 
elevation following that December storm but 

could not be investigated because of deep 
snow.  
 
Sawmill Canyon 

Counts of this population have been 
rapidly increasing each year with the 
development of better summer census 
approaches made possible by the recent 
addition of numerous radio collars on 
females in this herd unit.  Known minimum 
population sizes have increased from 12 
total females in the 2007-08 winter to 23 the 
following summer and 30 in the summer of 
2009.  That increase continued in 2010 when 
37 total females were counted in a 
coordinated summer count that logged 33 
adult ewes, 4 yearling ewes, 16 lambs, 6 
yearling rams, and 4 2-year-old rams. 
 

In the first half of January 2011, 
following the record December snows, a 
winter range count logged 30 adult ewes, 6 
yearling ewes, 13 lambs, 3 yearling rams, 
and 8 adult rams for a total of 63.  Not long 
before that count John Dittli photographed 
10 sheep on the summit plateau of Goodale 
Mountain, including ewes, lambs, and 
yearlings.  This suggested that the 
population could be yet larger.  The 6 
yearling females recorded on the winter 
range compared with 4 the previous summer 
also suggested that the summer count was 
incomplete. 
 
Wheeler Ridge 

Deep snow following the record 
snow storm in December created 
treacherous conditions for bighorn sheep at 
Wheeler Ridge given the extreme steepness 
of the terrain.  It took numerous days for 
surviving sheep to travel through the deep 
snow in Pine Creek out to front country 
winter ranges.  One old ram in poor body 
condition broke a leg and died on that 
journey.  Ten sheep including 6 adult 
females were documented to die in 
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avalanches.   
 

Subsequent winter counts produced 
minimum totals of 29 adult ewes, 5 yearling 
ewes, 21 lambs, 10 yearling rams and 23 
adult rams, for a total of 88, and a mark-
resight estimate of 40 adult and yearling 
females (95% CI: 32-51).  The known early 
winter deaths would have put the minimum 
total population in mid-December at 98.  
The 6 ewes known to die in avalanches 
constituted 17% of the minimum total ewes 
counted.  In early March a female lamb and 
a yearling male died from mountain lion 
predation. 
 
Convict Creek 

This fledgling herd is likely a recent 
natural colonization from the Wheeler Ridge 
herd unit and lives in habitat immediately 
south of McGee Canyon.  In the summer of 
2010 it was known to contain 3 ewes, 3 
lambs, and a yearling ram.  In late June of 
2011 all 7 of these sheep were still alive 
with the addition of 2 new lambs.  The 3 
lambs observed in the summer of 2010 
appear to be 2 females and 1 male that were 
observed as yearlings in June 2011. 
 
Mount Gibbs 

In the summer of 2009 this herd 
contained 7 adult females, 1 yearling female, 
1 lamb, 1 yearling male, and 5 adult males.  
In the summer of 2010 the composition was 
7 adult females, 1 lamb, and 6 adult males 
(ages 2-9). 
 
Mount Warren 

In the summer of 2009 this herd unit 
included 3 subgroups of females: 1 on 
Mount Scowden and 2 on the north side of 
Lundy Canyon, 1 of which contained ewes 
recently translocated there.  Sheep numbers 
that summer were 16 adult ewes, 1 yearling 
ewe, 12 lambs, 2 yearling rams, and 6 adult 
rams, for a total of 37. 

 
From coordinated group counts in 

the summer of 2010 the numbers were (1) 
Mount Scowden:  4 adult females, 1 yearling 
female, 2 lambs, and 1 yearling male; and 
(2) Lundy Canyon north side: 13 adult 
females, 5 yearling females, 10 lambs, 2 
yearling rams, 2 2-year-old rams, and 3 
older rams; for totals of 17 adult females, 6 
yearling ewes, 12 lambs, 3 yearling males, 5 
adult males, and 43 total sheep.  The 2010 
count of the Mount Scowden group was 
consistent with the 2009 count, given a 
capture-related death of 1 adult ewe in 
between those counts.  However, on the 
north side of Lundy Canyon the 2010 count 
was 1 adult female more than could be 
accounted for in the 2009 count, and 2 
yearling females more than known female 
lambs from fecal genotyping of 2009 lambs.  
Consequently, there was some question 
whether this was a true minimum count or 
might have involved some double counting 
of sheep appearing and disappearing in 
complex terrain. 
 
The 2 functional radio collars on ewes at 
Mount Scowden both began transmitting 
mortality signals at the very end of 
November 2010, but could not be 
investigated then due to treacherous 
conditions in the mountains, weeks before 
being covered with deep snow in December.  
Three radio-collared sheep on the north side 
of Lundy Canyon shifted to mortality signals 
after the December storm.  One adult female 
was an avalanche death.  The cause of death 
could not be determined for a young male, 
and the second adult female had not yet been 
found by the end of June 2011.  Two other 
adult females on the north side of Lundy 
Canyon died in spring at high elevation as a 
result of efforts to capture and collar them. 
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Appendix D. 
Summary of Monitoring Activities and Mortalities for 2010-2011 

Sierra Nevada bighorn sheep and mountain lions in and adjacent to Sierra bighorn herd units 
were monitored.  Monitoring efforts for bighorn focused on maintaining VHF collars on 30-35% 
of the adult ewe population to collect data on demographic rates.  As of June 30, 2011, 29.7% of 
ewes were collared.  Monitoring efforts for mountain lions focused on collaring all lions near 
bighorn habitat with GPS or VHF collars and investigating potential kill sites (clusters of GPS 
locations).   
 

 
Table 1.  Bighorn collaring activities and mortalities.  (Activities occurred between July 1 and 
June 30 of the following year.) 

 Langley Williamson Baxter Sawmill Bubbs Wheeler Gibbs Warren 

 Ewes 
 

Rams Ewes Rams Ewes Rams Ewes Rams Ewes Rams Ewes Rams Ewes Rams Ewes Rams 

7/1/2010 15 2 5 2 10 2 7 2 2 0 15 10 5 4 11 6 
additions 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 3 1 

re-collarings 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 (1) (1) 

translocations 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
mortalities -2 0 -1 0 0 -1 -2 0 0 0 -4 -2 0 0 -7 -2 
censors 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

6/30/2011 13 2 4 2 10 1 5 2 2 0 12 9 5 5 7 5 
 
 
 
Table 2.  Mountain lion collaring activities and mortalities.  (Activities occurred between July 1 
and June 30 of the following year.)  Three additional lions were captured or recaptured in areas 
adjacent to the recovery units that are not displayed in the table below.

 Southern R.U. Central R.U. Northern R.U. 
7/1/2010 2 4 1 

additions 2 5 0 

immigration 1 6 1 

emmigration -2 -2 0 

mortalities -1 -8 -1 

re-collarings (1) (6) (0) 

6/30/2011 2 5 1 
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Appendix E. 
New index developed for mountain lion population trends 

All or most cougar researchers believe that the most reliable estimates of density (cougar 
numbers per unit area) are derived from long-term radio-telemetry studies that attempt to mark 
all animals in the population.   Although these estimates have no formal mathematical basis other 
than simple counting, and lack statistical confidence intervals, they are endorsed as the “gold 
standard” against which indices or other estimates should be compared (Seidensticker et al. 
1973, Hemker et al. 1984, Logan and Sweanor 2001).  These methods were used in Round 
Valley, CA from 1992 to 1999 (Pierce et al. 2000, Bowyer et al. 2005). During this study an 
index to population trends for the mountain lions in Round Valley was developed (Figure 1).  
This index was derived from the number of collared lions located within a defined area during 
each aerial telemetry flight averaged over the winter (November thru April).  An index is a 
number that is monotonically related to population size, N.  The best indices are linearly related 
to N (Cougar Management Guidelines Working Group 2005).  Indices based on sign are 
generally assumed linearly related to N whereas harvest number and catch per unit effort are 
usually not linearly related to N (Caughley 1977).  Intensive monitoring of mountain lions during 
the study in Round Valley supported the assumption that the index was tracking the trends in the 
study area in a consistent and linear manner.   
 

In 2000, the need to monitor mountain lions in the Eastern Sierra increased with the listing of 
the Sierra Nevada bighorn sheep.  This change in priorities greatly expanded the area that 
mountain lions needed to be monitored.  The effort to collect data for the Round Valley index 
continued but that did not provide more specific trend data for other winter ranges. Surveying for 
mountain lion sign and the capture and radio-collaring of mountain lions were expanded to all 
areas of interest, but as previously stated, catch per unit effort is not a reliable index, and 
measuring unit effort for searching for sign is very difficult. Global Positioning System (GPS) 
units are being used to measure effort, but a large data set is needed to offset the variability 
created by technical difficulties in measuring actual search effort on a daily basis not to mention 
the variability in detecting sign.  For these reasons, a new method for indexing mountain lion use 
was tested, using radio collar locations, not just from the air but also from GPS recorded data.  
The proportion of locations within the Round Valley study area, for each individual lion that ever 
used the original aerial index area, was calculated for each winter, and then all values were 
summed. This method was then compared to the previous index for all years available and the 
result was a correlation of 0.69 for the 15 years available.  Values were nearly identical for 7 of 
15 years and direction of change was the same for 12 of 15 years. Differences seen from 2004 
through 2006 were likely a result of less effort during aerial surveys made for mountain lions. 
These results suggest that the index used in the Round Valley study was valid.  Additionally, 
these results provide the Sierra Nevada Bighorn Sheep Recovery Program with an alternative 
method for indexing mountain lion use of any area selected, as long as an intensive effort to 
radio-collar all lions using an area is made. 
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Figure 1.  Comparison of mountain lion indices during winter (November – April).  Flight Ind x 
is based on the average number of individual lions located in Round Valley during weekly 
flights.  Location Index is based on percentage of all location data collected in Round Valley 
from radio collars. 
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TO:  Honorable Board of Supervisors 
 
FROM: Tim Kendall, District Attorney 
 
DATE:  October 30, 2012 
 
 
 

Subject 

Seek approval to advertise and fill an opening for a Deputy District Attorney I/II position. 
 

Recommendation 
Authorize the advertising and filling of the Deputy District Attorney I/II position. 
 

Discussion 
Jeremy Ibrahim has given his letter of resignation effective December 1, 2012.  Due to his 
resignation the District Attorney is asking to advertise the opening for a Deputy District Attorney 
I/II position and to conduct interviews and fill the vacancy as soon as possible.  This position has 
been included and approved in this fiscal budget as a Deputy District Attorney I position.   
 
The District Attorney is asking permission to fly the position as a Deputy District Attorney I/II 
position, based on experience, because of the need to attract someone with prosecutorial 
experience.  That experience should include evaluating cases, performing trials and being able to 
fill the position with little training.  This is needed in order to take over the case load left by the 
vacancy.  The DDA level I position is an entry level position and may not attract that needed 
experience required for assuming this case load. 
 

Fiscal Impact 

    Total Compensation    Salary ER-PERS Benefits 

  

DDA I - 2012/2013       $87,687.00 54,915.00 10,331.00 22,442.00 
  2013/2014     $150,321.00 94,140.00 17,709.00 38,472.00  
 
DDA II  -  2012/2013       $93,391.00 59,087.00 11,126.00 23,178.00 
  2013/2014     $160,099.00          101,292.00 19,073.00 39,734.00 

County of Mono 
Office of the District Attorney 

 www.monocountydistrictattorney.org 

 

 

Bridgeport Office: 

Main St. Court House, P.O. Box 617 
Bridgeport, CA. 93517 

Tel:(760)932-5550       fax: (760)932-5551 

Tim Kendall - District Attorney 

 
 

Mammoth Office: 

Sierra Center Mall, P.O. Box 2053 
Mammoth Lakes, CA. 93546 

Tel:(760)924-1710       fax: (760)924-1711 
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Presentation by Mary Booher regarding Clean Air Project Program Block Grant Funds.  
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Consider potential projects and select desired project for implementation with Great Basin Unified Air Pollution Control District 
(GBUAPCD) Clean Air Project Program (CAPP) Block Grant Funds. Provide any desired direction to staff. 
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November 13, 2012 
 
TO:  Mono County Board of Supervisors 
   
FROM:  Mary Booher, Administrative Services Manager 
 
SUBJECT: Clean Air Project Program Block Grant Funds 
 
Recommended Action: 

Consider potential projects and select desired project for implementation with Great Basin Unified Air Pollution 
Control District (GBUAPCD) Clean Air Project Program (CAPP) Block Grant Funds.  Provide any desired 
direction to staff. 

Discussion:  
  In February 2012, the Board of the GBUAPCD allocated CAPP funds to each of the four agencies represented 

on the APCD Board in the form of Block Grants based on a per capita allocation.  Mono County’s share of 
these funds is $59,680. 

   
  The CAPP Grant program provided guidelines for the use of these funds (attached).  The following criteria 

must be met in utilizing these funds: 
• CAPP Block Grant funds must be spent on projects that will or could result in real and local air quality 

improvement.  
• CAPP Block Grant funds may be used to comply with existing air quality regulations and requirements.  
• CAPP Block Grant funds may not be used to backfill previous expenditures, including any owed 

reimbursements.  
• Prior to disbursing any CAPP Block Grant funds to a participating agency, the agency must provide 

CAPP administration with a brief project description, including estimated costs.  
 

  Staff from Public Works, Community Development and Finance met to develop a list of potential projects for 
the use of these funds.  As a starting point, staff used the list of potential projects that were identified during 
the competitive grant process this spring.  Additional projects were added based on projects identified by 
members of the Board of Supervisors during various meetings since that time.  Staff narrowed the list down 
to the four projects that best meet the program criteria and county needs. 

 
1. Biomass Feasibility analysis--This feasibility analysis project is requesting $35,000 of CAPP Block Grant 

Funds, which will be leveraged with $15,000 of Sustainable Communities planning funds and $15,000 of 
County and agency staff time for a total project cost of $65,000.  
 

2. Heavy Equipment Replacement-- Mono County has many pieces of diesel powered heavy equipment.  
These vehicles are required by the State of California to meet existing Air Resource Board regulations.  
Mono County has two deadlines to comply with these regulations.  Initial implementation requirements for 
Mono County’s off-road equipment (19 vehicles) start in 2019 with final compliance in 2028.  Mono 
County’s on-road equipment (44 vehicles) must be retired or repowered by December 31, 2020.  Due to 



 

the age of our equipment, repowering is not considered a viable option.  Cost for a new plow truck is 
$210,000 and a new grader is $320,000.  The General Fund would be responsible for this match. 
 

3. Lee Vining Airport Soils Stabilization Project-- In 2010, Mono County completed a re-construction project 
at the Lee Vining Airport in Lee Vining.  The project resulted in the disturbance of approximately 25 acres 
of soil outside of the Runway Safety Area (site plan attached). Unfortunately, because of the 
characteristics of the soils left on the site, the revegetation treatment that was specified and funded by the 
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) was determined to be inadequate to successfully treat the site.  
Rather than spend money on a treatment that would not work, the County hired Integrated Environmental 
Restoration Services (IERS) to plant several test plots to determine what treatment would work best.  Over 
the last two years, the County has been coordinating with IERS to monitor and evaluate the success of the 
test plots and plan for a complete revegetation of the site.  This process exhausted the funds available 
from the FAA.  Very limited natural revegetation has occurred and the site remains exposed to wind and 
water erosion.  The site has been known to be a source of dust during windy conditions.   
 
In the last couple of months, the County used excess material from Lee Vining Airport as engineered fill 
for the Bryant Field Reconstruction Project in Bridgeport.  As a result, our contractor will perform 
revegetation of areas that were re-disturbed at Lee Vining Airport.  However, significant portions of the site 
will still need to be revegetated with funding from other sources.  The cost of revegetation (including tub 
grindings/wood chips, seed, fertilizer, mulch, tackifier, and prevailing wage labor) is approximately $20,000 
per acre.  However, if this project is selected for the use of CAPP funds, the County General Fund can 
contribute wood chips generated at our landfills and road department labor, as available, to treat as much 
of the site as possible.   
 
This project is categorically exempt under CEQA and has strong community support, including backing 
from the Mono Lake Committee.   
 

4. Solar Feasibility Study-- Solar-produced electricity provides cleaner energy and has proven to lower 
energy bills.  Mono County Public Works would like to hire a consultant to conduct a feasibility study on 
County buildings to determine; if it is cost effective to convert its office buildings into solar powered 
facilities and verify what financial incentives and tax credits are available for the conversion to solar power.  
Study costs are estimated to be $2,500/building. 
 

  Staff submitted project descriptions of these four projects to GBUAPCD staff for review and comment.  CAPP 
Administrator Lisa Isaacs indicated that she felt both the heavy equipment replacement and the Lee Vining 
airport soils stabilization would meet the grant criteria.  She indicated that for both the biomass feasibility 
study and the solar feasibility study that since most of the energy utilized in this area is generated outside of 
the APCD boundaries, they would not serve to reduce air pollution within the District.  In addition to Ms. 
Isaac’s comments, Air Pollution Control Officer Ted Schade indicated that he was not aware of serious air 
quality issues at the Lee Vining Airport site.  He strongly supported utilizing these funds for Heavy Equipment 
replacement. 

 
  Once the Board has given staff direction, staff will submit the appropriate paperwork to the CAPP program for 

approval.  Once the project is approved by the District’s Air Pollution Control Officer, funds will be sent to the 
County for implementation.   

  
Fiscal Impact: 

  $59,680 of funds for a project in the County that meets the criteria established by the CAPP grant program. 
  
  If there are any questions regarding this item, please contact Mary Booher at 932-5583. 

 
Thank you, 

 
Submitted by:______________________________________ Date 10/29/12____ 

  Mary Booher, Administrative Services Manager 
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CAPP Block Grant Guidelines and Agreement  
March, 2012 

 

At its February 6, 2012 meeting, the Governing Board of the Great Basin Unified Air Pollution 

Control District (District) approved CAPP block grants for payment to the four agencies 

represented on the Board. As such, ten dollars per person ($10/capita) is now available to each 

agency, as determined by 2010 census data:  

 

Inyo County:  18,546 X $10 =  $185,460.  

Mono County:  14,202 - TML population = 5,968 X $10 = $59,680. 

Alpine County:  1,175 X $10 = $11,750.  

Town of Mammoth Lakes:  8,234 X $10 = $82,340. 

 

To be eligible for payment, a qualified agency representative must agree and adhere to the 

following guidelines: 

 

 CAPP Block Grant funds are payable one time only and must be spent by December 31, 

2013.  

 CAPP Block Grant funds must be spent on projects that will or could result in real and local 

air quality improvement. 

 CAPP Block Grant funds may be used to comply with existing air quality regulations and 

requirements. 

 CAPP Block Grant funds may not be used to backfill previous expenditures, including any 

owed reimbursements. 

 Prior to disbursing any CAPP Block Grant funds to a participating agency, the agency must 

provide CAPP administration with a brief project description, including estimated costs.  

 Following the District Air Pollution Control Officer’s approval of project description, project 

funds will be paid to the agency for immediate use as approved.  

 If the total balance of an agency’s awarded amount is not committed, payments may be 

made incrementally with remaining amounts payable upon request and approval. 
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CAPP Block Grant Guidelines and Agreement - continued  

 

 All project expenditures financed by CAPP Block Grants must be tracked by the participating 

agency for general reporting purposes. Brief project summaries must be provided to CAPP 

bi-annually and following the conclusion of the project’s full implementation.   

 CAPP Administration reserves the right to contact relevant agency staff for more frequent, 

informal updates and reporting if necessary. 

 Participating agencies agree to provide the District with all program cost and expense 

information as requested by the District. 

 Any unspent CAPP Block Grant funds remaining after December 31, 2013 shall be returned 

to the District to fund competitive air pollution reduction projects.        

 

Please complete, sign and date below and provide original to CAPP Administrator. 

 

 

Participating District Agency: 

 

 

Agency Representative’s Name: 

 

 

Agency Representative’s Title: 

 

 

Agency Representative’s Signature: 

 

 

Date: 

 

 

 

Clean Air Projects Program 
Lisa Isaacs, Administrator 

P.O. Box 100 – PMB 331 

Mammoth Lakes, CA  93546-0100 

760.914.0388 
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Each year the Roads Division of Public Works provides the Board of Supervisors with a list of the snow removal policies, 
procedures and priorities for county-maintained roads.  

RECOMMENDED ACTION:
1.  Receive staff report regarding current snow removal priorities and recommended changes to those priorities.  2.  Provide 
direction to staff regarding modifications to current snow removal priorities. 3.  Consider and potentially adopt Resolution No. 
R12-___, “A Resolution of the Mono County Board of Supervisors Re-Establishing Snow Removal Policies, Procedures, and 
Priorities for County-Maintained Roads.” 4.  Provide any desired direction to staff. 
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Date: November 13, 2012 

To: Honorable Chair and Members of the Board of Supervisors 

From: Jeff Walters, Director of Road Operations/Fleet Services 

Re: Review of Snow Removal Priorities 
 
Recommended Action: 

1. Receive staff report regarding current snow removal priorities and recommended changes 
to those priorities.  

2. Provide direction to staff regarding modifications to current snow removal priorities. 

3. Consider and potentially adopt Resolution No. R12-___, “A Resolution of the Mono 
County Board of Supervisors Re-Establishing Snow Removal Policies, Procedures, and 
Priorities for County-Maintained Roads.” 

4. Provide any desired direction to staff. 
 
Fiscal Impact: 

None. 
 
Discussion: 

In past years, the Board of Supervisors considered and approved policies, procedures, and 
priorities for the Department of Public Works’ snow removal operations. These were 
incorporated into a document adopted by the County through Board resolutions. In addition, 
snow removal priorities for individual County-maintained streets are delineated on a map 
maintained by Public Works and referenced in the resolution. 
 
The resolution calls for an annual review of the program, which gives the Board an 
opportunity to add or delete streets, change priorities or procedures, and make any other 
changes it desires.  It is Public Works’ intention to review current snow removal protocol at 
the meeting, then either ask the Board to adopt the resolution as presented or bring changes 
resulting from the discussion back to the Board for approval at a later date.   
 
Public Works confirmed with the Eastern Sierra Unified School District that they do not 
require any changes to their regular bus routes for this season. Public Works does not have 
any other changes to recommend to the policies, procedures, and priorities for the 2012-13 
winter.  However, the Board may wish to have some current practices expanded upon, 
clarified, or memorialized. 
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A copy of the draft Board resolution, which includes and references the Snow Removal 
Policies, Procedures, and Priorities as Exhibit A, is enclosed as Exhibit 1 to this staff report.  
A reduced copy of the revised Snow Removal Priority Map is included as Exhibit B to the 
resolution; full-size copies of the map and individual Road Area maps will be available at the 
meeting for Board reference.  Exhibit C contains more detail by road area and community. 
 
If you have any questions regarding this item, please contact me at 760.932.5459.  We may 
also be contacted by email at jwalters@mono.ca.gov. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 

 
Jeff Walters 
Director of Road Operations/Fleet Services 
 
Attachment: Exhibit 1 – Draft Resolution (with Exhibit A) 
 Exhibit B – Snow Removal Priority Map 
 Exhibit C – Snow Removal Priorities by District 
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RESOLUTION NO. R12- 
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE MONO COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
RE-ESTABLISHING SNOW REMOVAL POLICIES, PROCEDURES, 

AND PRIORITIES FOR COUNTY-MAINTAINED ROADS 
 
WHEREAS, the Mono County Board of Supervisors recognizes and confirms that snow removal 
activities are a critical and essential element of the County Road System; and, 
 
WHEREAS, the Mono County Department of Public Works has been delegated the responsibility 
of administering a safe and expeditious snow removal program for County-maintained roads; and, 
 
WHEREAS, to effectuate such a program, the Board of Supervisors and the Department of Public 
Works find it necessary to develop snow removal policies, procedures, and priorities; and, 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Board of Supervisors hereby approves and 
adopts the “Mono County Snow Removal Policies, Procedures, and Priorities” for 2013 as specified 
in the attached Exhibit A and the “Snow Removal Priority Map,” attached hereto as Exhibit B. 
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Board of Supervisors shall, at a minimum, review said 
program and map annually and make such modifications as they may deem appropriate. 
 
APPROVED AND ADOPTED this 13th day of November, 2012, by the following vote of the 
Board of Supervisors, County of Mono: 
 

AYES :  

NOES :  

ABSENT :  

ABSTAIN :  

   
 Vikki Bauer, Chair 
 Mono County Board of Supervisors 
 

Exhibit 1



ATTEST: Approved as to Form: 

  
    
Lynda Roberts Marshall Rudolph 
Clerk of the Board County Counsel 
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EXHIBIT A 

 Mono County Department of Public Works rev. 10.26.12 

MONO COUNTY SNOW REMOVAL 
POLICIES, PROCEDURES, AND PRIORITIES 

 
It is the desire and intention of Mono County to provide snow removal services on paved and 
gravel roads within the county and to provide access to year-round residences and 
businesses for emergency vehicles and the public. The amount of safety and convenience to 
motorists in the winter varies with a number of factors such as weather conditions, the 
amount of snowfall, and the availability of equipment and manpower. In recognition of the 
County’s limited resources, residents may find that at times of heavy snowfall, wind drift, or 
avalanche, some roads may be impassable. For the purposes of this document, the County’s 
maintained roads have been separated into five classifications reflecting their priority status 
for receiving snow removal resources and effort, based on amount of traffic, type of traffic, 
remoteness of location, elevation, and avalanche conditions. It is not the intention of this 
policy to create or impose any new mandatory duties upon the County or its staff. 
 
It is within the authority of each Road District Supervisor to maintain the roads in their districts 
in a reasonably safe condition according to the County’s standards. As such, hazardous 
conditions and public complaints will normally be addressed at this level. Where situations 
can not be resolved at this level or assistance is needed, the next step would be to contact 
the Road Operations Supervisor, followed by the Director of Road Operations/Fleet Services 
and then the Public Works Director. 
 
 
SNOW REMOVAL PRIORITIES 
The following section describes the County’s adopted classification system for snow removal 
priorities on County-maintained roads. For snow removal class designations for individual 
County-maintained roads, refer to the most recent “Mono County Maintained Mileage” table 
and/or “Snow Removal Priority Map,” both of which are on file at the Department of Public 
Works. 
 

Class I roads are paved roads that are school bus routes and major collectors, which provide 
the main access for communities to the State Highway System, and County roads that serve 
as access to fire stations, paramedics, and the Mono County Sheriff’s office.  These roads 
will generally receive snow removal resources first and more frequently than subordinate 
road classifications, and it is the Department of Public Works’ goal to keep them open 
continuously.  While roads in this classification may close temporarily for public safety 
reasons, they will typically be the first to be re-opened.  Safety devices, such as cinders and 
reflective tape on snow poles, may be used more extensively on these roads than for other 
road classifications. 

Class I 

 

Class II roads are primarily paved minor collector roads, which service communities and 
government offices, but carry less traffic than Class I roads and are not part of school bus 
routes. These are the second priority to receive snow removal resources. Snow removal 

Class II 
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efforts and application of cinders are similar to that of Class I roads, but with less frequency 
of resources and safety devices. 
 

Class III roads are residential streets, cul-de-sacs, and other paved and gravel community 
roads. As the third priority designation, these roads generally receive snow removal as soon 
as all of the Class I and Class II roads have been opened and cleared. Cinders are typically 
used only in hazardous situations or locations, as determined by the Road District 
Supervisor, such as on steep grades and at intersections. Snow accumulations of less than 
three inches may not be plowed except during normal working hours. 

Class III 

 

Class IV roads are other paved and gravel roads that are forest roads, remote roads serving 
single residences, or high mountain roads with severe snow accumulations and avalanche 
potential. These roads generally receive snow removal only after all of the above classes of 
roads are plowed and cleared, typically after the storms have passed. Snow will be removed 
during daylight hours only (if at all), and overtime hours are typically not authorized. These 
roads are subject to temporary closure or seasonal closure at the discretion of the Director of 
Road Operations/Fleet Services or the Public Works Director, which may be the result of a 
series of heavy storms or presence of an avalanche hazard. Snow accumulations of six 
inches or less may not be plowed except during normal working hours. Cinders may be used 
only in hazardous situations or locations at the Road District Supervisor’s discretion. 

Class IV 

 

Class V roads are primarily other forest roads that are closed during the winter months.  
These roads receive no snow removal resources or are only opened in the spring after a 
substantial amount of snowpack has melted. 

Class V 

 
 
SNOW REMOVAL PROCEDURES 
The following section describes procedures and practices for snow removal operations on 
County-maintained roads. 
 

Plowing usually begins when it appears that snowfall amounts are accumulating to the extent 
that use of the roads is being adversely affected and dangerous conditions may exist. A small 
amount of snow, such as 1-2 inches, may not warrant plowing other than during normal work 
hours. Road District Supervisors may monitor the amount of snowfall accumulations on roads 
within their jurisdictions. Snow depths of three inches or more may trigger the initiation of 
snow removal activities. Where existing or anticipated snowfall or high winds begin prior to 
7:30 am, snow removal operations may start at or prior to 4:30 am. Starting at 4:30 am may 
also be required where clean-up operations have not yet been completed from a prior storm. 
Should questions occur, the Road District Supervisors will coordinate their snow removal 
operations with the Road Operations Supervisor. 

Plowing 
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When conditions require continuous plowing to keep roads open, 16-hour shifts are 
considered the maximum for any operator. To reduce stress and fatigue during these types of 
extended work shifts, a 30-minute dinner break may be implemented along with normal lunch 
and coffee breaks. 
 
At the direction of the Road Operations Supervisor, Director of Road Operations/Fleet 
Services, or Public Works Director, deployment of personnel to districts other than their 
permanent work station may be necessary to provide assistance with snow removal 
operations where it is most needed (as determined by the County at its discretion), during 
extreme conditions, or when a shortage of personnel exists.  Travel to and from an area other 
than the operator’s normal reporting district is considered hours worked, and a County 
vehicle will be supplied. In some circumstances, a motel room and meals may be furnished. 
 

The purpose for placing cinders on County-maintained roads is to provide a possible 
additional measure of safety during very icy and/or slippery conditions, as opposed to 
providing convenience for motorists. Motorists should not be encouraged to rely on cinders 
on all roads, especially when conditions warrant the use of tire chains and/or snow tires. 

Cinders 

 
The following are some examples of situations or locations where cinders should be used, 
which are done at the County’s discretion: 

• Steep hills, curves, or intersections with hard-packed snow or ice when cars can 
negotiate other areas without chains. 

• Roads that are bare for the most part but have patches of snow or ice that may not be 
expected by motorists. 

• Isolated patches of snow or ice that could melt faster with the application of cinders. 
 
Most of these situations would occur after snow storms have passed and snow removal has 
been completed. Normally, the application of cinders should not be necessary during storms 
when roads are covered with fresh snow and driving conditions are more uniform and 
obvious to motorists, and when the use of tire chains is expected. 
 

Snow stakes of various colors may be placed along road shoulders to provide visible guides 
for operators of snow removal equipment.  Although they provide some delineation for 
motorists, the stakes are not intended to be used as traffic delineators. 

Snow Stakes 

 
Steel “U” channel posts are typically used for snow stakes. On certain residential streets, “L”-
type guide posts and fiberglass whips may be used. The length of snow stakes may vary 
from 6 feet to 10 feet. Stakes should be placed between 2 feet to 4 feet off the edge of the 
pavement or directly behind curbs. Snow poles are normally placed at intersections and at a 
distance of 100 feet to 250 feet apart. Snow poles may be painted yellow, safety orange or 
another color. 
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Snow poles (for Class I and Class II roads): on the side of the pole facing traffic, a 3” x 3” 
strip of colored reflective tape (typically blue or white) is to be placed five feet above the 
pavement and at the top of the post. On the side facing away from traffic, one strip is to be 
placed at the top of the post. 

Reflective Tape 

 
Fiberglass whips:  on each whip, a 6” strip of colored reflective tape (typically blue or white) is 
to be wrapped around the top of the whip. 
 

The intention and purpose of warning signs is to advise motorists of unexpected conditions, 
when the County determines at its discretion to provide such warnings. In the winter these 
conditions would normally be ice and, on occasion, suspended snow removal operations. 

Warning Signs 

 
To warn motorists of icy conditions, permanent signs reading “ROAD MAY BE ICY” may be 
placed on roads where slippery conditions may not be anticipated at all times. These signs 
should be placed (if at all) at each end of the road and at critical intermediate locations along 
the way. Signs should be placed 8 to 12 feet from edge of pavement. Portable temporary 
signs reading “ICY” may also be utilized, at the County’s discretion, where an isolated 
extreme icy condition exists that is not addressed by permanent signs. 
 
Permanent turn-able or temporary portable signs reading “SNOW REMOVAL SUSPENDED” 
may be used, at the County’s discretion, at locations where plowing activities have been 
ceased due to the posting of severe avalanche danger advisory by the Sheriff’s Department 
or the presence of other conditions where public and operator safety warrants the suspension 
of snow removal operations. 
 
Permanent signs reading “SNOW NOT REMOVED BEYOND THIS POINT” may be used, at 
the County’s discretion, where only a portion of the road is plowed. These signs should be 
placed 8 to 12 feet from the edge of pavement, adjacent to the end of the plowed section of 
roadway. 
 
Permanent turn-able or temporary portable signs reading “ROAD CLOSED” may be used, at 
the County’s discretion, when snow, avalanche, wind, or flooding conditions warrant the 
closure of a road or portion thereof, for the safety of the public or County employees. 
 

In emergency situations, the Director of Road Operations/Fleet Services, Public Works 
Director, and/or the Mono County Sheriff may find it necessary to close County-maintained 
roads. As soon as reasonably practicable following a determination by the Director of Road 
Operations/Fleet Services or Public Works Director that a road or roads warrant closure, 
notification of the road closure may be given to the Mono County Sheriff and to the California 
Highway Patrol. 

Emergency Road Closures 

 



ROAD REF. ROAD REF. ROAD REF.
NO ROAD NAME PAVE DIRT SNOW CAT MAP NO ROAD NAME PAVE DIRT SNOW CAT MAP NO ROAD NAME PAVE DIRT SNOW CAT MAP

3028 ADOBE RANCH ROAD 4.39  V 16 5006 GOLDEN GATE ROAD 6.25 2.50 IV 2 2038 PUMICE MILL ROAD 1.45 V 16
2088 AIRPORT ROAD (Mammoth) 1.34 1.34 I 19 2057 GOOLSBY RANCH ROAD 0.44 0.44 III 16 2031 PUMICE MINE ROAD 0.21 V 16
3202 AIRPORT ROAD (Lee Vining) 0.65 0.65 III 11 3111 GRANITE AVENUE 0.21 0.21 III 15 3005 PUMICE MINE ROAD 0.41 2.94 V 15
3116 ALDERMAN STREET 0.20 0.20 III 15 4004 GREEN CREEK ROAD 9.36 V 8 3201 PUMICE ROAD 0.15 0.15 III 11
2107 ALISON LANE 0.10 0.10 III 24 3304 GREEN LAKE COURT 0.03 0.03 III 11 2116 QUAIL CIRCLE 0.10 0.10 III 24
2081 ANTELOPE SPRINGS ROAD 0.94 8.82 0.25 III 19 2013 GREGORY LANE 0.24 0.24 III 23 2033 RABBIT RANCH ROAD 1.20 0.95 III 20
3009 ASPEN ROAD 0.22 0.22 III 14 3114 GULL LAKE CAMPGROUND ROAD 0.31 V 15 2010 RAINBOW TARNS ROAD 0.51 0.51 III 24
2070 ASPEN SPRINGS RANCH 0.74 0.74 III 24 3112 GULL LAKE ROAD 0.14 0.14 II 15 4019 RAMP ROAD 0.20 0.20 III 5
2303 ASPEN TERRACE 0.27 0.27 III 24 4014 HACKAMORE PLACE 0.52 0.52 III 8 2069 RANCH ROAD 1.51 1.51 IV 16
4114 AURORA CANYON ROAD 0.65 7.21 0.65 I 5 5003 HACKNEY DRIVE 0.09 0.09 I 2 3050 RATTLESNAKE GULCH ROAD 0.61 V 11
3003 BALD MOUNTAIN ROAD 11.31 V 15 2050 HAMMIL ROAD 0.78 0.78 III 21 2059 REICHART RANCH ROAD 0.69 0.69 III 16
3004 BALD MOUNTAIN SPRINGS ROAD 1.60 V 15 4103 HAYS STREET 0.06 0.06 II 5 2112 RIMROCK DRIVE 0.87 0.87 II 24
2027 BARKER MINE ROAD 4.20 V 20 2047 HIEROGLYPH ROAD 0.10 V 25 3030 RIVER SPRINGS ROAD 3.77 V 16
3026 BAXTERS ROAD 0.68 V 15 2306 HILTON CREEK DRIVE 0.23 0.23 III 24 2003 ROCK CREEK ROAD 8.05 5.00 IV 24
2017 BENTON CROSSING ROAD 30.44 30.44 I 19-20-16 2307 HILTON CREEK PLACE 0.10 0.10 III 24 2417 RONDA LANE 0.17 0.17 III 25
3101 BIG ROCK ROAD 0.12 0.12 III 15 2012 HILTON CREEK TRAIL 0.43 0.43 IV 24 2022 ROUND MTN ROAD 4.75 V 20
3001 BIG SPRINGS ROAD 0.49 4.87 V 19-15 2091 HOT CREEK HATCHERY ROAD 1.80 3.17 0.80 I 19 3017 RUSH CREEK ROAD 3.08 V 12
3031 BLACK CANYON ROAD 1.85 V 16 2091 HOT CREEK HATCHERY ROAD 1.00 III 19 2412 SACRAMENTO STREET 0.25 0.25 I 25
2067 BLACK LAKE ROAD 0.10 V 16 2071 HOT CREEK RANCH ROAD 1.14 V 19 3037 SADDLEBAG LAKE ROAD 2.59 V 11
2053 BLACK ROCK MINE ROAD 7.88 0.31 2.88 III 20 3110 HOWARD AVENUE 0.07 0.07 III 15 3025 SAGE HEN MEADOWS ROAD 8.82 V 15
2053 BLACK ROCK MINE ROAD 5.00 IV 20 4013 HUNEWILL RANCH ROAD 1.04 0.10 1.14 III 8 3019 SAND FLAT CUT-OFF 4.56 V 15
3302 BLUE LAKE WAY 0.04 0.04 III 11 2401 HUNTER AVENUE 0.27 0.27 I 25 3033 SAWMILL CROSS-OVER ROAD 4.00 V 16
4009 BODIE CEMETERY ROAD 0.28 V 5 2082 HUNTLEY MINE ROAD 0.50 V 19 3032 SAWMILL MEADOWS ROAD 10.20 V 16
3405 BODIE CIRCLE 0.06 0.06 III 11 2049 INDIAN CREEK ROAD 0.24 0.24 III 16 2090 SAWMILL ROAD 0.23 0.98 V 19
4008 BODIE MASONIC ROAD 15.46 V 5-9 4101 JACK SAWYER ROAD 0.19 0.19 III 5 2073 SCHOOL ROAD 0.12 0.12 I 19
4007 BODIE ROAD 10.44 V 8-9 3038 JCT. CAMPGROUND ROAD 0.19 V 11 4107 SCHOOL STREET 0.16 0.16 I 5
4011 BOUNDARY ROAD 1.48 V 6 2032 JOE MAIN ROAD 0.77 0.77 III 20 2103 SCOTT ROAD 0.07 0.07 III 24
2065 BRAMLETTE RANCH ROAD 1.64 1.64 III 16 3023 JOHNNY MEADOWS ROAD 1.98 V 15 3212 SECOND STREET 0.07 0.07 III 11
3106 BRENNER STREET 0.10 0.10 III 15 4016 KAYAK ROAD 0.09 0.09 III 8 2041 SEQUOIA STREET 0.19 0.19 II 25
4102 BRIDGE STREET 0.05 0.05 III 5 4104 KINGSLEY STREET 0.37 0.37 I 5 2314 SHANNA CIRCLE 0.02 0.02 III 24
2406 BROWN SUBDIVISION ROAD 0.10 0.10 I 25 4108 KIRKWOOD STREET 0.10 0.10 III 5 2024 SHEEP CAMP ROAD 3.65 V 20
3108 BRUCE STREET 0.22 0.22 II 15 3103 KNOLL AVENUE 0.18 0.18 II 15 2089 SHERWIN CREEK ROAD 0.28 2.04 0.03 III 19
4113 BRYANT STREET 0.20 0.20 I 5 3305 LAKE HELEN COURT 0.04 0.04 III 11 2108 SHERWIN TRAIL 0.12 0.12 III 24
4022 BUCKEYE CREEK ROAD 0.60 V 5 2302 LAKE MANOR PLACE 0.17 0.17 III 24 5004 SHOP ROAD 0.07 0.07 I 2
4021 BUCKEYE ROAD 0.40 7.00 0.50 III 8 3102 LAKEVIEW DRIVE 0.29 0.29 III 15 2312 SIERRA SPRINGS DRIVE 0.64 0.64 III 24
2415 BUENA VISTA  DRIVE 0.23 0.23 III 25 2313 LARKSPUR LANE 0.14 0.14 III 24 4117 SIERRA VIEW DRIVE 0.10 0.10 III 5
5001 BURCHAM FLAT ROAD 14.78 1.58 III 3-4 5013 LARSON LANE 2.10 2.10 I 2 2120 SIERRA VISTA CIRCLE 0.04 0.04 III 24
3206 C STREET 0.04 0.04 III 11 4105 LAUREL AVENUE 0.10 0.10 III 5 3307 SILVER LAKE WAY 0.09 0.09 III 11
4116 CAMERON DRIVE 0.10 0.10 III 5 2020 LAYTON SPRINGS ROAD 0.50 V 20 4106 SINCLAIR STREET 0.23 0.23 I 5
5008 CAMP ANTELOPE ROAD 0.91 0.91 II 3 3204 LEE VINING AVENUE 0.44 0.30 I 11 2063 SIPES RANCH ROAD 1.03 1.03 III 16
2068 CANYON ROAD 2.86 V 26 3204 LEE VINING AVENUE 0.14 III 11 2211 SKY MEADOWS ROAD 0.24 0.80 1.04 III 24
2080 CASA DIABLO CUT-OFF 0.04 0.04 III 19 3109 LEONARD AVENUE 0.21 0.21 II 15 2011 SOUTH LANDING ROAD 1.12 1.12 I 24
2021 CASA DIABLO MN CF 5.94 V 20 2416 LISA LANE 0.28 0.28 I 25 2056 SOUTH ROAD 0.32 0.32 III 16
2023 CASA DIABLO MN ROAD 17.93 V 20-24 4003 LITTLE VIRGINIA LAKES ROAD 0.20 V 11 4017 SOUTH TWIN ROAD 2.22 0.22 IV 8
2028 CATTLE DRIVE ROAD 1.97 1.97 III 20 5018 LITTLE WALKER ROAD 3.80 V 4 2009 SPILLWAY ROAD 0.23 0.23 IV 24
3042 CEMETERY ROAD 1.40 4.52 1.40 I 11 5017 LOBDELL LAKE ROAD 7.00 V 2 4015 SPUR COURT 0.07 0.07 III 5
4115 CEMETERY ROAD 0.04 0.04 III 5 2407 LOCUST STREET 0.25 0.25 0.50 III 25 4111 STOCK DRIVE 0.50 0.50 III 5
2039 CHALFANT LOOP ROAD 2.00 2.00 III 25 3034 LOG CABIN MINE ROAD 4.85 V 11 2078 SUBSTATION ROAD 1.53 1.53 III 19
2413 CHALFANT ROAD 0.94 0.94 I 25 3021 LOGGING CAMP ROAD 5.45 V 11 2077 SUMMERS ROAD 0.22 V 19
5016 CHARLEBOIS ROAD 0.19 0.19 III 1 5010 LONE COMPANY ROAD 0.08 0.35 0.43 III 2 2104 SUMMIT ROAD 0.19 0.19 III 24
2404 CHASE AVENUE 0.20 0.20 III 25 2037 LONE STAR MINE ROAD 1.03 V 2 2008 SUNNY SLOPES ROAD 0.17 0.17 III 24
2025 CHIDAGO CANYON ROAD  14.60  V 20-21 2036 LONE STAR ROAD 2.29 V 20 2201 SWALL MEADOWS ROAD 1.49 1.00 I 24
2035 CHIDAGO LOOP ROAD 5.58 V 20 2001 LOWER ROCK CREEK ROAD 9.36 9.36 I 20 2201 SWALL MEADOWS ROAD 0.49 II 24
2408 CHIDAGO WAY 0.20 0.20 I 25 3404 LUNDY CIRCLE 0.07 0.07 III 11 2043 TENAYA DRIVE 0.13 0.13 II 25
2058 CHRISTIE LANE 0.10 0.30 0.40 III 16 3045 LUNDY CUT-OFF 0.40 V 11 3016 TEST STATION ROAD 1.21 4.43 2.86 III 11-12
2051 CINNAMON RANCH ROAD 0.28 0.28 III 21 3046 LUNDY DAM ROAD 0.24 V 11 3209 THIRD STREET 0.10 0.10 III 11
3014 CITY CAMP ROAD 0.19 0.19 III 14 3044 LUNDY LAKE ROAD 5.21 1.51 1.25 I 11 3043 THOMPSON ROAD 1.13 V 11
2060 CLARK RANCH ROAD 0.43 0.43 III 16 3113 LYLE TERRACE 0.39 0.19 III 15 5015 TOPAZ LANE 3.51 3.51 I 1
2410 COLD WATER ROAD 0.09 0.09 III 25 2418 MARY LANE 0.17 0.17 III 25 2066 TRUMAN MEADOWS ROAD 2.59 V 16
2019 CONVICT CAMPGROUND 0.80 V 19 4020 MASONIC ROAD 11.84 V 5 3303 TWIN LAKES DRIVE 0.16 0.16 III 11
2018 CONVICT LAKE ROAD 2.73 2.73 III 19 3215 MATTLY AVENUE 0.54 0.54 I 11 4012 TWIN LAKES ROAD 13.46 7.28 I 8-5
3049 CONWAY RANCH ROAD 3.15 0.05 IV 11 3029 McGEE CANYON ROAD 10.78 V 16 4012 TWIN LAKES ROAD 6.18 III 8-5
3401 CONWAY ROAD 0.34 0.34 III 11 2014 McGEE CREEK ROAD 2.20 0.79 0.15 II 23 4005 UPPER SUMMERS MEADOWS ROAD 6.70 V 8
3051 COONEY ROAD 2.42 V 11 3041 McPHERSON SUBDIVISION ROAD 0.38 0.38 IV 11 3203 UTILITY ROAD 0.93 0.93 IV 11
3053 COTTONWOOD CANYON ROAD 10.96 2.00 I 9 2206 MEADOW ROAD 0.10 0.10 III 24 2402 VALLEY ROAD 0.70 0.70 I 25
4112 COURT STREET 0.04 0.04 III 5 2301 MEADOW VIEW DRIVE 0.24 0.24 III 24 2111 VALLEY VIEW ROAD 0.33 0.33 II 24
4010 COW CAMP ROAD 5.12 V 5 5005 MILL CANYON ROAD 0.04 8.25 2.00 IV 2 2054 VAN LOON CUT-OFF 2.65 V 20
2414 COYOTE ROAD 0.20 0.20 III 25 3048 MILL CREEK POWER HOUSE ROAD 0.78 0.78 III 11 2403 VIRGINIA AVENUE 0.21 0.21 III 25
3054 COYOTE SPRINGS ROAD 6.57 V 8 3047 MILLER SPUR ROAD 0.06 V 11 4001 VIRGINIA LAKES ROAD 5.90 0.36 5.90 IV 11-8
3104 CRAWFORD AVENUE 0.29 0.29 III 15 3208 MONO LAKE AVENUE 0.16 0.16 I 11 2055 WALKER PLACE 0.09 0.09 III 16
2052 CRESTVIEW DRIVE 0.50 0.50 III 21 2802 MONTANA ROAD 0.05 0.05 III 24 3006 WEST PORTAL ROAD 3.50 V 14-15
3024 CROOKED MEADOWS ROAD 0.43 V 15 2034 MORRIS MINE ROAD 3.34 V 20 2101 WESTRIDGE ROAD 0.44 0.44 I 24
2308 CROWLEY LAKE CIRCLE 0.04 0.04 III 24 2405 MOUNTAIN VIEW AVENUE 0.23 0.23 III 25 3022 WET MEADOW ROAD 20.75 V 15
2005 CROWLEY LAKE DRIVE 8.69 8.69 I 24 2209 MOUNTAIN VIEW DRIVE 0.41 0.44 0.85 III 24 2801 WHEELER VIEW DRIVE 0.02 0.02 III 24
2015 CROWLEY LAKE PLACE 0.59 0.59 III 24 2016 MT. MORRISON ROAD 0.69 1.00 III 19 2411 WHITE MOUNTAIN DRIVE 0.17 0.17 III 25
5014 CUNNINGHAM LANE 2.83 2.83 II 1 4118 N. BUCKEYE DRIVE 0.25 0.25 III 5 2040 WHITE MOUNTAIN ESTS. ROAD 0.90 0.90 I 25
3207 D STREET 0.06 0.06 I 11 2208 N. VALLEY VIEW 0.10 0.11 0.21 III 24 2045 WHITE MOUNTAIN RANCH ROAD 0.62 0.62 III 21
2048 DAWSON RANCH ROAD 0.77 0.77 III 21 3120 NORTHSHORE 3.55 3.55 I 14-15 2074 WHITMORE TUBS ROAD 2.79 V 19
4110 DAY LANE 0.05 0.05 III 5 3002 OBSIDIAN DOME ROAD 1.56 V 15 2311 WILD ROSE DRIVE 0.05 0.05 III 24
2084 DEADMAN CREEK ROAD 7.14 V 19 5012 OFFAL ROAD 0.31 0.31 III 2 2204 WILLOW ROAD 0.14 0.14 III 24
2109 DEER PEAK TRAIL 0.16 0.16 III 24 3015 OIL PLANT ROAD 0.73 0.29 0.73 I 11 3402 WILSON CREEK ROAD 0.38 0.38 III 11
2026 DEER SPRINGS ROAD 2.08 V 20 2205 ORCHARD ROAD 0.19 0.19 III 24 2202 WILSON ROAD 0.18 0.18 II 24
2304 DELTA DRIVE 0.27 0.27 III 24 2006 OWENS GORGE ROAD 4.28 5.35 1.00 I 24-20 2029 YELLOW JACKET ROAD 1.13 7.16 7.50 I 16
2105 DENNIS WAY 0.03 0.03 III 24 2006 OWENS GORGE ROAD 3.28 III 24 3210 YOSEMITE DRIVE 0.06 0.06 III 11
3027 DOBIE MEADOWS ROAD 31.63 V 9-12-13 2006 OWENS GORGE ROAD 6.25 IV 24
3010 DREAM MOUNTAIN DRIVE 0.30 0.30 I 14 2086 OWENS RIVER RANCH ROAD 0.15 V 19
3018 DROSS ROAD 0.41 0.41 II 15 2072 OWENS RIVER ROAD 3.80 12.32 9.80 IV 19
2083 DRY CREEK CUT-OFF 2.44 V 19 3211 PAOHA DRIVE 0.12 0.12 III 11 JOB ZONE OF BENEFIT REF.
4002 DUNDERBURG MEADOWS ROAD 8.32 V 8-11 2002 PARADISE PIT ROAD 0.06 0.06 III 24 NO. ROAD NAME PAVE DIRT SNOW CAT MAP
2110 EAGLE VISTA 0.09 0.09 III 24 2102 PARADISE POINT 0.04 0.04 III 24 9626 CIMMARON CIRCLE 0.06 0.06 III 24
3301 EAST MONO LAKE DRIVE 1.23 1.23 I 11 3012 PARKER LAKE ROAD 2.67 V 14 9622 COUGAR RUN 0.17 0.17 III 24
5007 EASTSIDE LANE 6.76 1.26 6.76 I 1-2 5009 PATRICIA LANE 0.43 0.43 III 2 9624 HIDDEN CANYON COURT 0.11 0.11 III 24
5011 EASTSIDE ROAD 1.07 1.07 III 2 2310 PEARSON ROAD - west end 0.18 0.18 III 24 9627 HIGHLAND DRIVE 0.24 0.06 II 14
2309 ELDERBERRY LANE 0.11 0.11 III 24 2064 PEDRO RANCH ROAD 0.80 0.80 III 16 9627 HIGHLAND PLACE 0.07 0.07 III 14
3036 ELLERY LAKE CAMPGROUND ROAD 0.25 V 11 3306 PEELER LAKE DRIVE 0.38 0.38 III 11 9065 HWY 120 / Hwy 6 - Yellow Jacket 4.00 4.00 I 20
4109 EMIGRANT STREET 0.49 0.49 I 5 2044 PETROGLYPH ROAD 0.50 V 25 9065 HWY 120 / Yellow Jacket - Benton Xing 3.00 3.00 II 20
3214 FIRST STREET 0.09 0.09 III 11 3039 PICNIC GROUNDS ROAD 4.11 V 11 9626 LAKERIDGE TRAIL 0.16 0.16 III 24
2046 FISH SLOUGH ROAD 17.34 V 25-21 3040 PICNIC SHORT-CUT ROAD 0.11 V 11 9626 LARKSPUR DRIVE 0.15 0.15 III 24
2061 FOOTHILL ROAD 4.21 4.21 III 16 3020 PILOT SPRINGS ROAD 4.08 V 15 9627 LEONARD AVENUE - western part 0.28 0.28 II 14
2207 FOOTHILL ROAD 0.22 0.22 III 24 3008 PINE CLIFF ROAD 0.98 0.50 III 15 9625 LEONARD AVENUE - by Cino Lodge 0.06 0.06 II 14
3107 FOREST ROAD 0.40 0.40 III 14 2210 PINE DRIVE 0.05 0.19 0.24 III 24 9627 MOUNTAIN VISTA DRIVE 0.16 0.16 II 14
3105 FOSTER AVENUE 0.12 0.12 III 15 5002 PINE NUT ROAD 0.69 0.69 II 2 9636 OSAGE CIRCLE 0.21 0.21 III 25
3205 FOURTH STREET 0.06 0.06 I 11 2115 PINION DRIVE 0.31 0.31 III 24 9624 PEARSON ROAD - east of Larkspur 0.14 0.14 III 24
4018 GARBAGE PIT ROAD 0.05 0.05 III 5 2076 PIT ROAD 1.04 1.00 II 19 9635 PETERSON TRACT - JL downcanyon 1.40 1.40 III 14
2062 G-BAR-T RANCH ROAD 0.92 0.92 III 16 2409 PIUTE LANE 0.09 0.09 III 25 9626 RED BLUFF TRAIL 0.20 0.20 III 24
3403 GLACIER CANYON WAY 0.25 0.25 III 11 2305 PLACER ROAD 0.24 0.14 III 24 9622 RIDGEVIEW 0.08 0.08 III 24
2085 GLASS CREEK ROAD 0.65 V 15 2042 PONDEROSA STREET 0.20 0.20 II 25 9622 RIMROCK DRIVE -small south part 0.10 0.10 II 24
2106 GLEN COURT 0.04 0.04 III 24 3035 POOLE POWER PLANT ROAD 1.92 1.40 3.32 IV 11 9622 SIERRA WAVE - North of Ridgeview 0.23 0.23 III 24
3052 GOAT RANCH CUT-OFF 0.70 6.40 0.70 I 11-8-9 2030 PUMICE MILL ROAD 0.60 V 25 9623 SIERRA WAVE - South of Ridgeview 0.17 0.17 III 24

MILES MILES MILES

MILES



Road Number Road Name Paved Dirt Snow Class Map Reference

2005 CROWLEY LAKE DRIVE 8.69 8.50 I 24

2006 OWENS GORGE ROAD 4.28  1.00 I 24-20

2011 SOUTH LANDING ROAD 1.12 1.08 I 24

2017 BENTON CROSSING ROAD 30.44 30.44 II 19-20-16

2014 McGEE CREEK ROAD 2.20 0.79 0.20 II 23

2076 PIT ROAD 1.04 1.04 II 19

2070 ASPEN SPRINGS RANCH 0.74 0.74 III 24

2303 ASPEN TERRACE 0.27 0.27 III 24

2018 CONVICT LAKE ROAD 2.73 2.50 III 19

2308 CROWLEY LAKE CIRCLE 0.04 0.04 III 24

2015 CROWLEY LAKE PLACE 0.59 0.59 III 24

2309 ELDERBERRY LANE 0.11 0.11 III 24

2013 GREGORY LANE 0.24 0.24 III 23

2313 LARKSPUR LANE 0.14 0.14 III 24

2310 PEARSON ROAD (west end) 0.18 0.18 III 24

2314 SHANNA CIRCLE 0.02 0.02 III 24

2312 SIERRA SPRINGS DRIVE 0.64 0.64 III 24

2120 SIERRA VISTA CIRCLE 0.04 0.04 III 24

2311 WILD ROSE DRIVE 0.05 0.05 III 24

3001 BIG SPRINGS ROAD 0.49 4.87 0.09 IV 19-15

2072 OWENS RIVER ROAD 3.80 12.32 11.00 IV 19

2003 ROCK CREEK ROAD 8.05 6.00 IV 24

3003 BALD MOUNTAIN ROAD  11.31 V 15

3004 BALD MOUNTAIN SPRINGS ROAD  1.60 V 15

2019 CONVICT CAMPGROUND 0.80 V 19

2084 DEADMAN CREEK ROAD  7.14 V 19

2083 DRY CREEK CUT-OFF  2.44 V 19

2085 GLASS CREEK ROAD  0.65 V 15

2071 HOT CREEK RANCH ROAD  1.14 V 19

2082 HUNTLEY MINE ROAD  0.50 V 19

2020 LAYTON SPRINGS ROAD  0.50 V 20

3002 OBSIDIAN DOME ROAD  1.56 V 15

2009 SPILLWAY ROAD  0.23  V 24

2077 SUMMERS ROAD  0.22 V 19

2074 WHITMORE TUBS ROAD  2.79 V 19

ZOB PEARSON ROAD (east of Larkspur) 0.14 0.14 III 24

ZOB RED BLUFF TRAIL 0.20 0.20 III 24

Road Area 1 Snow Removal Road Priorities

Crowley

Exhibit C



Road Number Road Name Paved Dirt Snow Class Map Reference

Road Area 1 Snow Removal Road Priorities

ZOB LARKSPUR DRIVE 0.15 0.15 III 24

ZOB CIMMARON CIRCLE 0.06 0.06 III 24

ZOB LAKERIDGE TRAIL 0.16 0.16 III 24

ZOB HIDDEN CANYON COURT 0.11 0.11 III 24

ZOB LAKE RIDGE TRAIL 0.16  0.16 III 24

2070 ASPEN SPRINGS RANCH 0.74 0.74 III 24

2304 DELTA DRIVE 0.27 0.27 III 24

2306 HILTON CREEK DRIVE 0.23 0.23 III 24

2307 HILTON CREEK PLACE 0.10 0.10 III 24

2302 LAKE MANOR PLACE 0.17 0.17 III 24

2301 MEADOW VIEW DRIVE 0.24 0.24 III 24

2305 PLACER ROAD 0.04 0.20 0.14 III 24

2010 RAINBOW TARNS ROAD  0.51 0.51 III 24

2012 HILTON CREEK TRAIL  0.43  V 24

2091 HOT CREEK HATCHERY ROAD 1.80 3.17 0.80 I 19

2073 SCHOOL ROAD 0.12  0.12 I 19

2088 AIRPORT ROAD 1.34 1.34 II 19

2081 ANTELOPE SPRINGS ROAD 0.94 8.82 0.25 III 19

2080 CASA DIABLO CUT-OFF 0.04 0.04 III 19

2016 MT. MORRISON ROAD 0.69 1.00 III 19

2089 SHERWIN CREEK ROAD 0.28 2.04 0.03 III 19

2078 SUBSTATION ROAD 1.53 1.53 III 19

2001 LOWER ROCK CREEK ROAD 9.36 9.36 I 20

2101 WESTRIGE ROAD 0.44 0.44 I 24

2107 ALISON LANE 0.10 0.10 III 24

2109 DEER PEAK TRAIL 0.16 0.16 III 24

2105 DENNIS WAY 0.03 0.03 III 24

2110 EAGLE VISTA 0.09 0.09 III 24

2106 GLEN COURT 0.04 0.04 III 24

2002 PARADISE PIT ROAD  0.06 0.06 III 24

2103 SCOTT ROAD 0.07 0.07 III 24

2108 SHERWIN TRAIL 0.12 0.12 III 24

2102 PARADISE POINT 0.04 0.04 III 24

2104 SUMMIT ROAD 0.19 0.19 III 24

Hilton Creek

Hot Creek

Paradise

Exhibit C



Road Number Road Name Paved Dirt Snow Class Map Reference

Road Area 1 Snow Removal Road Priorities

2802 MONTANA ROAD 0.05 0.05 III 24

2008 SUNNY SLOPE ROAD 0.17 0.17 III 24

2801 WHEELER VIEW DRIVE 0.02 0.02 III 24

2021 CASA DIABLO MN CF  5.94 V 20

2023 CASA DIABLO MN ROAD  17.93 V 20-24

2006 OWENS GORGE ROAD 5.35  V 24

2086 OWENS RIVER RANCH ROAD  0.15 V 19

2022 ROUND MTN ROAD  4.75 V 20

2090 SAWMILL ROAD 0.23 0.98 V 19

2024 SHEEP CAMP ROAD  3.65 V 20

2001 LOWER ROCK CREEK ROAD 9.36 9.36 I 20

2112 RIMROCK DRIVE 0.87 0.87 II 24

2201 SWALL MEADOWS ROAD 0.49 II 24

2111 VALLEY VIEW ROAD 0.33 0.33 II 24

2202 WILSON ROAD 0.18 0.18 II 24

2207 FOOTHILL ROAD 0.22 0.22 III 24

2206 MEADOW ROAD 0.10 0.10 III 24

2209 MOUNTAIN VIEW DRIVE 0.41 0.44 0.85 III 24

2208 N. VALLEY VIEW DRIVE 0.10 0.11 0.21 III 24

2205 ORCHARD ROAD 0.19 0.19 III 24

2210 PINE DRIVE 0.05 0.19 0.24 III 24

2115 PINION DRIVE 0.31  0.31 III 24

2116 QUAIL CIRCLE 0.10 0.10 III 24

2211 SKY MEADOWS ROAD 0.24 0.80 1.04 III 24

2204 WILLOW ROAD 0.14  0.14 III 24

ZOB SIERRA WAVE (South of Ridgeview) 0.17 0.17 III 24

ZOB SIERRA WAVE (North of Ridgeview) 0.23 0.23 III 24

ZOB RIMROCK DRIVE (small south part) 0.10 0.10 II 24

ZOB COUGAR RUN 0.17 0.17 III 24

ZOB RIDGE VIEW 0.08 0.08 III 24

Swall Meadows

Sunny Slopes
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Road Number Road Name Paved Dirt Snow Class Map Reference

2017 BENTON CROSSING ROAD 30.44 30.44 I 19-20-16

2065 BRAMLETTE RANCH ROAD  1.64 1.64 III 16

2058 CHRISTIE LANE 0.10 0.30 0.40 III 16

2060 CLARK RANCH ROAD  0.43 0.43 III 16

2048 DAWSON RANCH ROAD 0.77  0.77 III 21

2061 FOOTHILL ROAD  4.21 4.21 III 16

2062 G-BAR-T RANCH ROAD  0.92 0.92 III 16

2057 GOOLSBY RANCH ROAD 0.44 0.44 III 16

2049 INDIAN CREEK ROAD  0.24 0.24 III 16

2064 PEDRO RANCH ROAD  0.80 0.80 III 16

2059 REICHART RANCH ROAD 0.69 0.69 III 16

2063 SIPES RANCH ROAD  1.03 1.03 III 16

2056 SOUTH ROAD 0.32 0.32 III 16

2055 WALKER PLACE 0.09 0.09 III 16

2029 YELLOW JACKET ROAD 1.13 7.16 7.12 I 16

2040 WHITE MOUNTAIN ESTS. ROAD 0.90 0.90 I 25

2402 VALLEY ROAD 0.70 0.70 I 25

2406 BROWN SUBDIVISION ROAD 0.10 0.10 I 25

2408 CHIDAGO WAY 0.20 0.20 I 25

2412 SACRAMENTO STREET 0.25 0.25 I 25

2413 CHALFANT ROAD 0.94 0.94 I 25

2416 LISA LANE 0.28 0.28 I 25

2041 SEQUOIA STREET 0.19 0.19 II 25

2042 PONDEROSA STREET 0.20 0.20 II 25

2043 TENAYA DRIVE 0.13 0.13 II 25

2039 CHALFANT LOOP ROAD  2.00 2.00 III 25

2045 WHITE MOUNTAIN RANCH ROAD  0.62 0.50 III 21

2401 HUNTER AVENUE 0.27 0.27 I 25

2403 VIRGINIA AVENUE 0.21 0.21 III 25

2404 CHASE AVENUE 0.20 0.20 III 25

2405 MOUNTAIN VIEW AVENUE 0.23 0.23 III 24

2407 LOCUST STREET 0.25 0.25 0.50 III 25

2409 PIUTE LANE 0.09 0.09 III 25

Road Area 2 Snow Removal Road Priorities

Chalfant

Benton
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Road Number Road Name Paved Dirt Snow Class Map Reference

Road Area 2 Snow Removal Road Priorities

2410 COLD WATER ROAD 0.09 0.09 III 25

2411 WHITE MOUNTAIN DRIVE 0.17 0.17 III 25

2414 COYOTE ROAD 0.20 0.20 III 25

2415 BUENA VISTA  DRIVE 0.23 0.23 III 25

2417 RONDA LANE 0.17 0.17 III 25

2418 MARY LANE 0.17 0.17 III 25

ZOB OSAGE CIR 0.21 0.21 III 25

2046 FISH SLOUGH ROAD  17.34 V 25-21

2053 BLACK ROCK MINE ROAD 7.88 0.31 0.30 III 20

2051 CINNAMON RANCH ROAD 0.28 0.28 III 21

2052 CRESTVIEW DRIVE 0.50 0.50 III 21

2050 HAMMIL ROAD 0.78 0.78 III 21

2053 BLACKROCK MINE RD. 7.12 IV 20

2028 CATTLE DRIVE ROAD  1.97 1.97 IV 20

2032 JOE MAIN ROAD  0.77 0.77 IV 20

2033 RABBIT RANCH ROAD  1.20 0.95 IV 20

3028 ADOBE RANCH ROAD  4.39 0.00 V 16

2027 BARKER MINE ROAD  4.20 V 20

3031 BLACK CANYON ROAD  1.85 V 16

2067 BLACK LAKE ROAD  0.10 V 16

2068 CANYON ROAD  2.86 V 26

2025 CHIDAGO CANYON ROAD  14.60 V 20-21

2035 CHIDAGO LOOP ROAD  5.58 V 20

2026 DEER SPRINGS ROAD  2.08 V 20

2047 HIEROGLYPH ROAD  0.10 V 25

2037 LONE STAR MINE ROAD  1.03 V 20

2036 LONE STAR ROAD  2.29 V 20

3029 McGEE CANYON ROAD  10.78 V 16

2034 MORRIS MINE ROAD  3.34 V 20

2044 PETROGLYPH ROAD  0.50 V 25

2030 PUMICE MILL ROAD  0.60 V 25

2038 PUMICE MILL ROAD  1.45 V 16

2031 PUMICE MINE ROAD  0.21 V 16

2069 RANCH ROAD  1.51  V 16

3030 RIVER SPRINGS ROAD  3.77 V 16

3033 SAWMILL CROSS-OVER ROAD  4.00 V 16

Hammil Valley
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Road Number Road Name Paved Dirt Snow Class Map Reference

Road Area 2 Snow Removal Road Priorities

3032 SAWMILL MEADOWS ROAD  10.20 V 16

2066 TRUMAN MEADOWS ROAD  2.59 V 16

2054 VAN LOON CUT-OFF  2.65 V 20

3022 WET MEADOW ROAD  20.75 V 15

Exhibit C



Road Number Road Name Paved Dirt Snow Class Map Reference

3052 GOAT RANCH CUT-OFF   10.96 2.00 I 9

3403 GLACIER CANYON WAY 0.25 0.25 III 11

3402 WILSON CREEK ROAD 0.38 0.38 III 11

3405 BODIE CIRCLE 0.06  V 11

3027 DOBIE MEADOWS ROAD  31.63 V 9-12-13

3404 LUNDY CIRCLE 0.07  V 11

3010 DREAM MOUNTAIN DRIVE 0.30 0.30 I 14

3120 NORTHSHORE 3.55 3.55 I 14-15

3108 BRUCE STREET 0.22 0.22 II 14

3112 GULL LAKE ROAD 0.14 0.14 II 15

3103 KNOLL AVENUE 0.18 0.18 II 14

3109 LEONARD AVENUE 0.21 0.21 II 14

3116 ALDERMAN STREET 0.20 0.20 III 15

3009 ASPEN ROAD 0.22 0.22 III 14

3106 BRENNER STREET 0.10 0.10 III 15

3104 CRAWFORD AVENUE 0.29 0.29 III 15

3107 FOREST ROAD 0.40 0.40 III 14

3106 FOSTER AVENUE 0.12 0.12 III 15

3107 GRANITE AVENUE 0.21 0.21 III 15

3111 HOWARD AVENUE 0.07  0.07 III 15

3113 LAKEVIEW DRIVE 0.29 0.29 III 15

3116 LYLE TERRACE 0.39 0.19 III 15

3119 PINE CLIFF ROAD 0.98 0.50 III 15

3036 CITY CAMP ROAD 0.19  V 14

3037 ELLERY LAKE CAMPGROUND ROAD 0.25   V 11

3012 GULL LAKE CAMPGROUND ROAD 0.31 V 15

3014 PARKER LAKE ROAD  2.67 V 14

ZOB PETERSON TRACT (June Lake downcanyon) 1.40 1.40 III 14

ZOB MOUNTAIN VISTA DRIVE 0.16 0.16 II 14

ZOB LEONARD AVENUE - western part 0.28 0.28 II 14

ZOB LEONARD AVENUE - By Cino Lodge 0.06 0.06 II 14

ZOB HIGHLAND DRIVE 0.24 0.24 II 14

ZOB HIGHLAND PLACE 0.07 0.07 III 14

3016 FOURTH STREET 0.06 0.06 I 11

3044 LEE VINING AVENUE 0.44 0.30 I 11

3048 OIL PLANT ROAD 0.73 0.29 0.73 I 11

3053 DROSS ROAD 0.41 0.41 II 15

3101 AIRPORT ROAD 0.65  0.65 III 11

3015 BIG ROCK ROAD 0.12 0.12 III 15

Road Area 3 Snow Removal Road Priorities

Conway Summit

June Lake

Lee Vining
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Road Number Road Name Paved Dirt Snow Class Map Reference

Road Area 3 Snow Removal Road Priorities

 3204 C STREET 0.04 0.04 III 11

3205 COTTONWOOD CANYON ROAD 10.96 III 9

3018 D STREET 0.06 0.06 III 11

3201 FIRST STREET 0.09 0.09 III 11

3202 LEE VINING AVENUE 0.14 III 11

3204 LUNDY LAKE ROAD 5.21 1.51 1.25 I 11

3206 MATTLY AVENUE 0.54 0.54 I 11

3207 MILL CREEK POWER HOUSE ROAD  0.78 0.78 III 11

3208 MONO LAKE AVENUE 0.16 0.16 I 11

3209 PAOHA DRIVE 0.12 0.12 III 11

3210 PUMICE ROAD 0.15  0.15 III 11

3211 SECOND STREET 0.07 0.07 III 11

3212 TEST STATION ROAD 1.21 4.43 1.21 III 11-12

3214 THIRD STREET 0.10 0.10 III 11

3215 YOSEMITE DRIVE 0.06 0.06 III 11

3305 CONWAY ROAD 0.34 0.04 III 11

3401 POOLE POWER PLANT ROAD 1.92 1.40 3.32 IV 11

3035 UTILITY ROAD 0.93 0.93 IV 11

3029 BAXTERS ROAD  0.68 V 15

3031 CONWAY RANCH ROAD  3.15  V 11

3032 COONEY ROAD 2.42 V 11

3033 COYOTE SPRINGS ROAD  6.57 V 8

3034 CROOKED MEADOWS ROAD  0.43 V 15

3039 JCT. CAMPGROUND ROAD  0.19 V 11

3040 JOHNNY MEADOWS ROAD  1.98 V 15

3043 LOG CABIN MINE ROAD  4.85 V 11

3045 LOGGING CAMP ROAD  5.45 V 11

3046 LUNDY CUT-OFF  0.40 V 11

3047 LUNDY DAM ROAD  0.24 V 11

3050 MILLER SPUR ROAD  0.06  V 11

3053 PICNIC GROUNDS ROAD  4.11 V 11

3054 PICNIC SHORT-CUT ROAD  0.11 V 11

3017 PILOT SPRINGS ROAD  4.08 V 15

3203 PUMICE MINE ROAD 0.41 2.94 V 15

3019 RATTLESNAKE GULCH ROAD  0.61 V 11

3020 RIVER SPRINGS ROAD  3.77 V 16

3021 RUSH CREEK ROAD  3.08 V 12

3022 SAGE HEN MEADOWS ROAD  8.82 V 15

3023 SAND FLAT CUT-OFF  4.56 V 15

3026 THOMPSON ROAD  1.13 V 11

3005 WEST PORTAL ROAD  3.50 V 14-15

3114 SADDLEBAG LAKE ROAD  2.59 V 11

3027 WET MEADOW ROAD  20.75 V 15

Mono City
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Road Number Road Name Paved Dirt Snow Class Map Reference

Road Area 3 Snow Removal Road Priorities

 3302 EAST MONO LAKE DRIVE 1.23 1.23 I 11

3303 BLUE LAKE WAY 0.04 0.04 III 11

3304 CEMETERY ROAD 1.40 4.52 1.40 I 11

3306 GREEN LAKES COURT 0.03 0.03 III 11

3307 LAKE HELEN COURT 0.04 0.04 III 11

3042 PEELER LAKE DRIVE 0.38 0.38 III 11

3301 SILVER LAKE WAY 0.09 0.09 III 11

3303 TWIN LAKES DRIVE 0.16 0.16 III 11

3041 McPHERSON SUBDIVISION ROAD  0.38 0.38 IV 11

Exhibit C



Road Number Road Name Paved Dirt Snow Class Map Reference

4104 KINGSLEY STREET 0.37 0.37 I 5

4107 SCHOOL STREET 0.16 0.16 I 5

4103 HAYS STREET 0.06 0.06 II 5

4102 BRIDGE STREET 0.05 0.05 III 5

4113 BRYANT STREET 0.20 0.20 I 5

4021 BUCKEYE ROAD 0.40 7.00 0.50 III 8

4112 COURT STREET 0.04 0.04 III 5

4110 DAY LANE 0.05 0.05 III 5

4109 EMIGRANT STREET 0.49 0.49 I 5

4101 JACK SAWYER ROAD 0.19 0.19 III 5

4108 KIRKWOOD STREET 0.10 0.10 III 5

4105 LAUREL AVENUE 0.10 0.10 III 5

4106 SINCLAIR STREET 0.23 0.23 I 5

4111 STOCK DRIVE 0.50 0.50 III 5

4009 BODIE CEMETERY ROAD  0.28 V 5

4008 BODIE MASONIC ROAD  15.46 V 5-9

4007 BODIE ROAD  10.44 V 8-9

4011 BOUNDARY ROAD  1.48 V 6

4010 COW CAMP ROAD  5.12 V 5

4002 DUNDERBURG MEADOWS ROAD  8.32 V 8-11

4004 GREEN CREEK ROAD  9.36 V 8

4003 LITTLE VIRGINIA LAKES ROAD  0.20 V 11

4020 MASONIC ROAD  11.84 V 5

4005 UPPER SUMMERS MEADOWS ROAD  6.70 V 8

4001 VIRGINIA LAKES ROAD 5.90 0.36  V 11-8

4012 TWIN LAKES ROAD 13.46 7.28 I 8-5

4014 HACKAMORE PLACE 0.52 0.52 III 8

4013 HUNEWILL RANCH ROAD 1.04 0.10 1.14 III 8

4016 KAYAK ROAD 0.09 0.09 III 8

4015 SPUR COURT 0.07 0.07 III 5

4012 TWIN LAKES ROAD 6.18 III 8-5

4017 SOUTH TWIN ROAD  2.22 0.22 IV 8

4022 BUCKEYE CREEK ROAD  0.60 V 5

4114 AURORA CANYON ROAD 0.65 7.21 0.65 I 5

4116 CAMERON DRIVE 0.10 0.10 III 5

4115 CEMETERY ROAD 0.04 0.04 III 5

4018 GARBAGE PIT ROAD 0.05 0.05 III 5

4118 N. BUCKEYE DRIVE 0.25 0.25 III 5

4019 RAMP ROAD 0.20 0.20 III 5

4117 SIERRA VIEW DRIVE 0.10 0.10 III 5

Road Area 4 Snow Removal Road Priorities

Sierra View

Twin Lakes

Bridgeport
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Road Number Road Name Paved Dirt Snow Class Map Reference

5007 EASTSIDE LANE 6.76 1.26 6.76 I 1-2

5013 LARSON LANE 2.10  2.10 I 2

5015 TOPAZ LANE 3.51  3.51 I 1

5008 CAMP ANTELOPE ROAD 0.91  0.91 II 3

5014 CUNNINGHAM LANE 2.83  2.83 II 1

5003 HACKNEY DRIVE 0.09  0.09 I 2

5002 PINE NUT ROAD 0.69  0.69 II 2

5004 SHOP ROAD 0.07  0.07 I 2

5001 BURCHAM FLAT ROAD  14.78 1.00 III 3-4

5016 CHARLEBOIS ROAD  0.19 0.19 III 1

5011 EASTSIDE ROAD  1.07 1.07 III 2

5010 LONE COMPANY ROAD 0.08 0.35 0.43 III 5

5012 OFFAL ROAD 0.31  0.31 III 2

5009 PATRICIA LANE 0.43  0.43 III 2

5005 MILL CANYON ROAD 0.04 8.25 1.00 IV 2

5006 GOLDEN GATE ROAD  6.25  V 2

5018 LITTLE WALKER ROAD  3.80 V 4

5017 LOBDELL LAKE ROAD  7.00 V 2

Road Area 5 Snow Removal Road Priorities

Walker / Coleville / Topaz
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 MEETING DATE November 13, 2012 DEPARTMENT Public Works - Road Division

ADDITIONAL 
DEPARTMENTS
TIME REQUIRED 20 minutes PERSONS 

APPEARING 
BEFORE THE 
BOARD 

Jeff Walters

SUBJECT Proposed Fuel Reduction Intiatives

AGENDA DESCRIPTION:
(A brief general description of what the Board will hear, discuss, consider, or act upon) 

Mono County's vehicles, machinery and equipment use over 200,000 gallons of fuel on average each year.  Mono County has 
many fuel reduction intiatives already in place and continues to develop and implement others in an effort to reduce county 

fuel use.  

RECOMMENDED ACTION:
Receive staff report regarding current and proposed fuel reduction intiatives.  Provide any desired direction to staff. 

FISCAL IMPACT:
Proposed intiatives may result in a reduction in county fuel consumption. 

CONTACT NAME: Jeff Walters

PHONE/EMAIL: 760.932.5459 / jwalters@mono.ca.gov

SUBMIT THE ORIGINAL DOCUMENT WITH  
ATTACHMENTS TO THE OFFICE OF  

THE COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR  
PRIOR TO 5:00 P.M. ON THE FRIDAY  

32 DAYS PRECEDING THE BOARD MEETING 

SEND COPIES TO:  

MINUTE ORDER REQUESTED:
 YES  NO gfedc gfedcb

ATTACHMENTS:

Click to download
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Road Operations • Parks • Community Centers • Land Development • Solid Waste 
Fleet Maintenance • Building Maintenance • Campgrounds • Airports • Cemeteries 

Date: November 13, 2012 

To: Honorable Chair and Members of the Board of Supervisors 

From: Jeff Walters, Director of Road Operations/Fleet Services 

Re: Proposed Fuel Reduction Initiatives 
 
 
Recommended Action: 

Receive staff report regarding current and proposed fuel reduction initiatives.  Provide any 
desired direction to staff. 
  
Fiscal Impact: 

Current and proposed initiatives may result in a reduction in county fuel consumption.    
 
Background: 

Mono County’s fleet of vehicles and equipment (this includes Motor Pool, Heavy Equipment 
and other gasoline and diesel powered machinery) have historically used, on average, over 
200,000 gallons fuel each year.  With the increasing fuel costs associated with powering 
these vehicles and equipment every effort should be made by county staff to reduce fuel 
consumption. 
 
Mono County has many current fuel reduction initiatives already in place that provide a 
reduction in fuel use.  These include: 
 

1. Car pooling with county staff to/from various county meetings; 
2. Purchasing more fuel efficient vehicles (when appropriate for the intended use) to 

replace older less efficient vehicles; 
3. Use by county staff of video conferencing capabilities at Bridgeport and Mammoth; 
4. Ongoing supervision by department heads to ensure their staff’s vehicle travels are 

necessary and, if so, consolidated before granting vehicle travel; 
5. Proper training of staff in energy efficient driving tactics. 

 
There are a few factors that can impact Mono County’s fuel consumption such as: 
 

1. Sierra Nevada winters with above average snowfall or other natural phenomena that 
require more equipment hours to maintain roads and other facilities.   

2. Chain requirements on roads also require county vehicles to use all wheel drive and/or 
four wheel drive which reduces fuel economy; 

3. Failure by Department heads to ensure their staff follows fuel saving efforts (such as 
driving the speed limit, accelerating and de-accelerating slowly, avoiding excessive 
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idling, ensure tires are properly inflated and the vehicle is serviced regularly, and to 
use air conditioning sparingly etc.); 

4. County staff utilizing county vehicles for travel rather than their personal automobile 
can save the county money but increases county overall fuel use. 

 
Fuel economy education for all county staff is essential to ensure vehicle use is minimized 
and efficient.  The Board may have additional input regarding methods to decrease county 
fuel use. 
 
Exhibit 1 (attached) provides some additional information regarding county vehicle and fuel 
use. 
 
If you have any questions regarding this issue, please contact me at 760.932.5459. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 

 
Jeff Walters 
Director of Road Operations/Fleet Services 
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 MEETING DATE November 13, 2012 DEPARTMENT Community Development - Planning 
Division

ADDITIONAL 
DEPARTMENTS

Economic Development Department

TIME REQUIRED 60 minutes PERSONS 
APPEARING 
BEFORE THE 
BOARD 

Courtney Weiche

SUBJECT California Unions for Responsible 
Energy appeal of the Planning 
Commission approval of the 
Mammoth Pacific I Replacement 
Project

AGENDA DESCRIPTION:
(A brief general description of what the Board will hear, discuss, consider, or act upon) 

Public hearing regarding appeal of Planning Commission approval of Conditional Use Permit No. 12-004 and Final 
Environmental Impact Report for the Mammoth Pacific I Replacement Project filed by California Unions for Reliable Energy 

(CURE).  

RECOMMENDED ACTION:
Conduct a public hearing to receive all relevant information in considering the appeal filed by CURE and either affirm, affirm in 
part (i.e., modify), or reverse the Planning Commission's actions. 
 
[[If the Board affirms, or affirms in part, the Planning Commission's actions, then it should:  Adopt "Resolution Denying Appeal 
of CUP 12-004 and FEIR Adoption for the Mammoth Pacific Replacement Project Filed by California Unions for Reliable 
Energy (CURE); Certifying and Adopting the FEIR for the Project; and Affirming the Planning Commission's Approval of CUP 
12-004.]] 

FISCAL IMPACT:
The cost of the appeal is being borne by the applicant. 

CONTACT NAME: Courtney Weiche

PHONE/EMAIL: 760.924.1803 / cweiche@mono.ca.gov

SUBMIT THE ORIGINAL DOCUMENT WITH  
ATTACHMENTS TO THE OFFICE OF  

THE COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR  
PRIOR TO 5:00 P.M. ON THE FRIDAY  

32 DAYS PRECEDING THE BOARD MEETING 

SEND COPIES TO:  

MINUTE ORDER REQUESTED:

 



 YES  NO gfedc gfedcb

ATTACHMENTS:

Click to download

Staff Report

CURE Appeal Application

Planning Commission minutes

Approval docs

Planning Commission Approvals

Backup material

Resolution

Resolution

Resolution 
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Planning / Building / Code Com pliance / Environm ental / Collaborative Planning Team  (CPT) 

Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) / Local Transportation Commission (LTC) / Regional Planning Advisory Committees (RPACs) 

November 13, 2012 

 

To: Mono County Board of Supervisors 

 

From: Courtney Weiche, Associate Planner 

 Gerry LeFrancois, Principal Planner 

 Stacey Simon, Assistant County Counsel 

 

Re:   Appeal by California Union for Reliable Energy of the Planning Commission’s approval 

of the Mammoth Pacific I Replacement Project Conditional Use Permit 12-004, and 

adoption of the Final Environmental Impact Report (SCH # 2011022020).   

 

I. RECOMMENDATION 

It is recommended that the Board of Supervisors conduct a public hearing to receive all relevant 

information in considering the appeal filed by the California Unions for Reliable Energy of the Use 

Permit and EIR approval for the Mammoth Pacific Replacement Project, and either affirm, affirm in part, 

or reverse the Planning Commission’s decision as to those approvals. 

 

If the Board affirms, or affirms in part, the Planning Commission’s decisions, then it is recommended that 

the Board adopt the “Resolution of the Mono County Board of Supervisors Denying Appeal of CUP 12-

004 and FEIR Adoption for the Mammoth Pacific Replacement Project Filed by California Unions for 

Reliable Energy (CURE); Certifying and Adopting the FEIR for the Project; and Affirming the Planning 

Commission’s Approval of CUP 12-004,” which is included in the Board packet as attachment 8. 

 

II. PLANNING COMMISSION ACTIONS 

Following public hearing held October 11, 2012 the Planning Commission made the required findings 

and took the following actions, those shown in bold are the subject of this appeal: 

 

A. Adopted and certified the Final EIR and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) 

for Mammoth Pacific I Replacement Project (the Project);  

 

B. Approved Use Permit 12-004 for the Project, subject to the MMRP and Conditions of 

Approval, with modification of General Condition #3;  

 

C. Approved Variance 12-002 for the Project; 

 

D. Approved Reclamation Plan 12-001 for the Project; 

 

E.   Recommended that the Board of Supervisors approve Clarifying General Plan Amendment 12-003 

(b), with modified wording. 

 

III. PROJECT OVERVIEW, SETTING AND LAND USE 

The existing Mammoth Pacific Unit I (MP–I) is a commercial geothermal development project operated 

by Mammoth Pacific L.P. (MPLP) and located near Casa Diablo Hot Springs.  The existing MP–I 

consists of a binary power plant with a design capacity of about 14 megawatts (MW), a geothermal 

wellfield, production and injection fluid pipelines, and ancillary facilities that have been operating since 
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1984.  The existing MP-I power plant site is located approximately 1,200 feet northeast of the intersection 

of U.S. Highway 395 and California State Route 203 on 90 acres of private (fee) land owned by Ormat 

Nevada, Inc. (Ormat), the parent company of MPLP.    

 

The Mammoth Pacific I Replacement Project (Project)  was proposed by MPLP to replace the aging MP-I 

power plant with a new, more modern and efficient binary power plant (M-1), while maintaining the 

existing geothermal wellfield, pipeline system and ancillary facilities.  The proposed M-1 replacement 

power plant would be constructed and operated within the existing Casa Diablo geothermal complex.  It 

would be capable of generating, on average, approximately 18.8 MW (net) of electricity.  No net change 

in the rate of geothermal fluid produced and supplying the existing Casa Diablo geothermal development 

complex would result, and no substantive change to the geothermal reservoir would occur as a result of 

the Project.  During M-1 plant startup operations, the existing MP-1 plant would continue to operate until 

the new M-1 plant becomes commercial, after which time the old MP-1 plant would be closed and 

dismantled.  The old MP-1 plant site would be converted to an equipment storage area as part of the 

decommissioning process and the entire site would be subject to a Reclamation Plan providing for 

ultimate return of the property to natural conditions.  The transition period during with both plants would 

overlap would be a period of up to two years from the date the M-1 plant begins startup operations, but 

would not involve any additional geothermal wells or extraction. 

 

The new M-1 plant site would be located to the east on the approximately 50-acre parcel, and within an 

area designated as Resource Extraction (RE).  The RE designation is “is intended to provide for 

protection of the environment and resource extraction activities . . . and for processing plants utilizing on-

site materials or materials found in close proximity to the site.”  The existing MP-1 plant site 

decommissioning activities and establishment of a storage area, would be conducted on private land with 

a land use designation of Resource Management (RM).  The RM designation is intended “to recognize 

and maintain a wide variety of values in the lands outside existing communities,” including “geothermal 

or mineral resources.” 

 

PROJECT COMPONENTS 
The following approvals are required from Mono County for the Project and were granted by the 

Planning Commission on October 11: 

 

• Certification of the FEIR. 

• A Conditional Use Permit for the M-1 replacement plant (including the granting of a height 

exception for mechanical appurtenances) and decommissioning/reuse of the existing MP-I plant 

site as a storage area; 

• A Variance for:  setback reductions from property line(s); setback reductions from a stream 

designated by a blue line on USGS topographic maps (for structures within the 5.7-acre proposed 

M-1 plant site); use of the existing MP-I plant site as an equipment storage area; and to construct 

an aboveground electrical transmission line; and 

• A Reclamation Plan. 

 

The Project will also require grading and building permits prior to the commencement of construction. 

 

Project approval by the Planning Commission is not effective until the Board clarifies provisions of the 

General Plan related to setbacks from mapped water courses for geothermal development within the Hot 

Creek Buffer Zone.  The Planning Commission recommended that the Board approve a clarifying 

General Plan amendment, which is on the Board’s agenda following the appeal hearings, to effectuate 

this.  However, the Board could provide clarification by other means including, but not limited to, 

providing an interpretation.  Adoption of the amendment is not required for Project approval, but is 

recommended. 
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Finally, as noted previously, the Planning Commission approved alternative language to that initially 

proposed for General Condition of Approval #3.  That language is as follows: 

 

GC #:  “The rate of geothermal fluid production supplying the Casa Diablo geothermal complex shall not 

exceed the existing geothermal fluid flow capacity utilized in the complex.” 

 

Following discussions with the Project EIR consultant, staff recommends that if the Board affirms the 

Planning Commission’s approval of the Use Permit and EIR, that it further refine the Planning 

Commission’s language to read as follows: 

 

Revised GC #3: “The combined rate of geothermal fluid production utilized by the Project, including 

during any interim period when the M-1 and MP-1 plants are operating simultaneously, shall not exceed 

the present rate of geothermal fluid flow utilized in the operation of the MP-1 plant, unless offset by 

equivalent reductions at the MPII plant.” 

 

This revised language is contained in the Resolution recommended for Board approval if it affirms (or 

affirms in part) the Planning Commission’s approvals (attachment 8). 

   

 

IV. BACKGROUND 

At a noticed public meeting on October 11, 2012, the Planning Commission visited the M-I project site 

and then held a public hearing on the project. At the hearing the Commission received a comment letter 

with attachments, from California Unions for Reliable Energy (CURE).  Following the public hearing 

CURE filed an appeal applicaton, which was received on October 19, 2012.  The application challenged 

both the approval of the Conditional Use Permit and the certification/approval of the FEIR for the Project, 

for the reasons set forth below.  Summary responses to each asserted reason are also provided.   
 

APPEAL ISSUES AND RESPONSES 
 

Issue 1:  The EIR Fails to Include An Adequate Project Description. 

 

The EIR (consisting of the RDEIR, RDEIR2 and the FEIR) contains an adequate project 

description.  This is discussed in Final EIR Response to Comments 9-02, 9-06, 12-01 and 

12-02 which all address previous statements by the commenter regarding the adequacy of 

the project description. The comment also erroneously asserts that all references to the 

proposed General Plan Amendments have been deleted from the EIR.  In fact, the 

proposed clarifying General Plan revisions are explicitly identified as being part of the 

project, although not required in order to approve the project, in numerous places in the 

EIR (e.g., p. 2, p. 160, p. 165, p. 168, p. 172, p. 174, etc.). 

 

Issue 2:  The EIR Violates CEQA’s Prohibition on Piecemealed Review. 

 

The Mammoth Pacific Replacement Project is a separate and independent project, not dependent 

upon any other project for its operation.  Its impacts were thoroughly analyzed and there was no 

piecemealed environmental review.   The FEIR Responses to Comments  9-02 and 9-27 address 

this assertion in more detail. 

 

Issue 3:  The EIR Fails to Include Baseline Data on Owens Tui Chub. 
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As described in FEIR Responses to Comments 9-03, 9-05, 9-10, 9-11, 9-16, and 9-28, 

appropriate baseline data was used in analyzing impacts to the Owens Tui Chub.  Further, 

the Project would not increase the rate of geothermal extraction above historic levels as 

set forth in conditions of apprval.   

 

Issue 4:  The EIR Fails to Identify Setting and Baseline for Air Quality. 

 

FEIR Responses to Comments 9-14, 9-159, D-06, 9D-07, 9D-09 and 9D-10 address the 

setting and baseline used for air quality and contain references to those portion of the 

document containing the information asserted to be absent. Further, The Great Basin Air 

Pollution Control District states, both by letter and in discussions with staff, that the 

emission of ozone precursors at the Casa Diablo Geothermal Complex does not result in 

ozone production within the Mammoth Lakes non-attainment zone (which is created by 

the transport of ozone precursors eastward from the San Joaquin Valley).  Instead, any 

ozone produced as a result of the emission of ozone precursors at Casa Diablo would be 

generated in areas well to the east of the Mammoth Lakes area, all of which are in 

attainment of applicable ozone standards. 

 

Issue 5:  The EIR Fails to Identify Project’s Potentially Significant Impacts on Air Quality. 

 

The FEIR Response to Comments 9-15, 9D-09, 9D-10 address the Project’s air quality 

impacts and reference the applicable provisions and discussion in the RDEIR.  In 

addition, see response to Issue 4.  Great Basin Air Pollution Control District states that 

the 250 lbs/day VOC standard is a permit limitation, not a significance threshold.  

According to Great Basin staff, the emission of 250 lbs/day of criteria pollutants or their 

precursors (even in conjunction with full operation of the existing MP-1 plant) does not 

result in a significant impact, and the District will issue a permit for the Project which 

requires monitoring and frequent checking to assure compliance with fugitive emission 

limits.  District staff also stated that all VOC emissions are included in the limit. 

 

Issue 6:  The EIR’s Impact Conclusions Regarding the Owens Tui Chub are Unsupported. 

 

The FEIR Response to Comment 9-16 addresses this assertion and references applicable 

provisions of the RDEIR which clearly support the EIR’s conclusions.. 

 

Issue 7:  The EIR Fails to Address Project’s Potentially Significant Biological Impacts. 

 

The FEIR Responses to Comments 9A-17 and 9A-19 address this assertion and reference those 

locations in the RDEIR where these impacts are thoroughly discussed. 

 

Issue 8:  The EIR’s Impact Conclusions Regarding Hydrology are Unsupported. 

 

The FEIR Responses to Comments 9-16, 9-26, and 9C-02 address this assertion and reference 

those locations in the RDEIR where support for the conclusions are found. 
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Issue 9:  The County Failed to Respond to the Following 6 Comments on Draft EIR: 

 

1. Baseline for Geothermal Resource Extraction/Injection: Responses are found at F EIR RTC 

9-12, 9-19, 9A-19 

2. Potentially Significant Impact to Bio/Special Status Species: Responses are found at F EIR 

RTC 9-16 

3. Potentially Significant Biology Impact due to General Plan Amendment: Responses are 

found at F EIR RTC 9-13 

4. Potentially Significant impact regarding tree kills: Responses are found at F EIR RTC 9A-17, 

9A-19 

5. Goals of Applicable Deer Management Plans: Responses are found at F EIR RTC 9A-11 

6. Potential Geothermal Resource Depletion: Responses are found at F EIR RTC 9-16, 9-19, 9-

26, 9C-02 

 

Issue 10:  There Is a New Potentially Significant Mule Deer Impact. 

 

The FEIR Response to Comment 9-25 addresses potential impacts to mule deer and references 

the applicable RDEIR analysis. All issues identified and analyzed in detail in the DEIR were 

determined to be potentially significant as far back as the Initial Study and scoping process 

(which CURE did not participate in) in early 2011.  This was explained in the RDEIR.  The very 

fact that mule deer were analyzed in the DEIR reveals that impacts to them were considered 

potentially significant. The Final EIR did not identify any “new” impacts that were not previously 

disclosed in the Revised Draft EIR and Second Revised Draft EIR.  The Initial Study identified 

impacts to biological resources (including deer) as less than significant with mitigation – which is 

another way of saying that they are potentially significant without mitigation. 

 

V. ENCLOSURES  

 

1) California Unions for Renewable Energy (CURE) Appeal Application: 

2) Planning Commission Staff Report 

3) Planning Commission Minutes 

4) Planning Commission approval documents  

i) Resolution and attachments 

ii) Notice of Decision and MMRP 

iii) Notice Determination 

5) Planning Commission Comments submitted at the Hearing by CURE 

6) Final EIR with Exhibits I, II, & III (Previously distributed) 

7) Proposed Resolution Denying Appeal of CUP 12-004 and FEIR Adoption  
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     DISTRICT #1              DISTRICT #2  DISTRICT #3                 DISTRICT #4                  DISTRICT #5 
   COMMISSIONER         COMMISSIONER          COMMISSIONER            COMMISSIONER            COMMISSIONER 
      Mary Pipersky     Steve Shipley                  Daniel Roberts      Scott Bush              Chris Lizza 

 

DRAFT MINUTES 

OCTOBER 11, 2012  
 

COMMISSIONERS PRESENT: Scott Bush, Chris Lizza, Mary Pipersky, Dan Roberts, Steve Shipley.  

STAFF PRESENT: Scott Burns, CDD director; Gerry Le Francois, principal planner; Courtney Weiche, associate planner; Garrett 
Higerd, public works; Stacey Simon, assistant county counsel; C.D. Ritter, commission secretary  

 

1.  CALL TO ORDER & PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE: Chair Steve Shipley called the meeting to order at the 
Town/County Conference Room, Minaret Village Mall, Mammoth Lakes at 10: a.m. and led the pledge of 
allegiance. 

2. PUBLIC COMMENT: None.  

3. MEETING MINUTES:  

 MOTION: Adopt minutes of September 13, 2012, as submitted: 
 (Lizza/Roberts. Ayes: 3. Absent: Pipersky. Abstain due to absence: Bush.) 
  
4. PUBLIC HEARING:  

A. GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT 12-003 (a) & USE PERMIT 12-003 with associated Deed 
Restriction/Foster. The proposal is to change the land use designation of APN 015-060-047 from Single-Family Residence 

to Commercial Lodging, High, subject to restrictions contained in Conditional Use Permit (CUP) 12-003 and deed restriction to 
allow for transient rentals. Any other use, beyond the approved CUP 12-003 and deed restriction, under the CL-H designation 
would require further planning review and permitting. The .68-acre parcel is located at 4835 Hwy. 158 in the Down Canyon 
area of June Lake. The CUP includes conditions for future permitted land uses, and is subject to GPA approval by the Board of 
Supervisors. The Planning Commission may recommend that the Board of Supervisors approve the proposed General Plan 
Amendment subject to the conditions of approval for CUP 12-003 and deed restriction. The project qualifies as a CEQA 

exemption. Staff: Courtney Weiche, associate planner  
 

 Courtney Weiche reviewed the project, and applicants were present. Entire house would be rented, so it’s not 
a bed-and-breakfast. Use is restricted solely to transient rental, not any other CL-H uses. Jacuzzi will be drained 
after each rental use. 
 Commissioner Shipley wondered if the land use designation change would migrate to adjoining properties. 
Always an option; the area could go from SFR to commercial. 
 Commissioner Roberts recalled that Carson Peak Inn was contentious. Some didn’t want commercial, but 
historically, it’s a commercial node.   
 
OPEN PUBLIC COMMENT: Robert Foster, applicant, cited his parents’ long-term presence in the community 
when involved with June Mountain. With an entrepreneurial streak for himself and June Lake, he wanted a high-
end home to rent to high-end clientele. He’s trying to go green, be above-board. Six cars would fit, but he wants 
only three. Adjacent to Four Seasons and Carson Peak Inn, neighbors likely are not interested. He has a strong 
interest in sustainable economic growth and wants to keep property as part of his heritage. 
 Simon requested a legal description of the property.  
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 Nadia Foster, co-applicant, cited the time invested in transforming the home into a beautiful retreat and 
preserving its qualities. It loses luxury feel if more than eight people stay. The Fosters’ personal restrictions are 
more severe than Mono’s. CLOSE PUBLIC COMMENT. 

 MOTION: Find that the project is exempt from CEQA as a Categorical Exemption and direct staff to file a 
Categorical Exemption; approve Resolution R12-04; recommend approval of GPA 12-003(a) to the Mono 
Supervisors (BOS); and make required findings in project staff report; and approve Conditional Use Permit 12-
003 subject to Conditions of Approval with associated deed restriction. The permit takes effect upon BOS 
approval. (Bush/Lizza. Ayes: 4. Absent: Pipersky.)  

 
ADJOURN TO SITE VISIT AT GEOTHERMAL PLANT: 10:37 a.m. 

 
5. SITE VISIT OF MAMMOTH PACIFIC I REPLACEMENT PROJECT. The site visit was for the provision of visual 

information regarding the site only – no action was taken nor comments received.  

--- LUNCH BREAK --- 

6. PUBLIC HEARING: 

 B. MAMMOTH PACIFIC I REPLACEMENT PROJECT FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (FEIR), 
CLARIFYING GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT 12-003 (b), CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT 12-004, 

VARIANCE 12-002 & RECLAMATION PLAN 12-001. The Planning Commission may: 1) certify the FEIR; 2) approve 

Conditional Use Permit 12-004 for the M-1 Replacement Plant (including the granting of a height exception for mechanical 
appurtenances) and decommissioning/reuse of the existing MP-I plant site as a storage area; 3) approve Variance 12-002 for 
setback reductions from an exterior property line and blue line stream, and to construct an above-ground electrical transmission 
line; and 4) approve Reclamation Plan 12-001. The Planning Commission may also recommend that the Board of Supervisors 
certify the FEIR and approve General Plan Amendment 12-003 to clarify the County’s intent and interpretation of Chapter 15, 
section 15.070 (B)(1)(d) and Objective D, Policy 1, Action 1.13 of the Energy Resources section of the Conservation and Open 
Space Element pertaining to setbacks from a blue-line stream. The proposed project would replace the aging MP-I geothermal 
power plant with a new, more-modern and -efficient binary power plant (referred to as “M-1”) while maintaining the existing 
geothermal wellfield, pipeline system and ancillary facilities. No new offices or other structures are proposed, with the exception 
of a small substation to be placed on the north side of the project site. The M-1 plant would be located ~500’ east of the 
existing MP-I plant, which is located ~1,200’ northeast of the intersection of US Highway 395 and State Route 203 on 90 acres 
of private (fee) land owned by Ormat Nevada, Inc. The M-1 replacement power plant is anticipated to increase the net 
electricity generation by 34% while utilizing the same geothermal resources for the existing MP-I facility. During M-1 plant 
startup operations, the existing MP-I plant would continue to operate until the new M-1 plant becomes commercial, after which 
time the applicant would close and dismantle the old MP-I plant and would utilize the former plant location for equipment 
storage. The transition period during which both the MP-I and M-1 operations would overlap but would not exceed two years 
from the date the M-1 plant begins startup operations. Staff: Courtney Weiche, associate planner, and Gerry Le Francois, 
principal planner  

 

 Courtney Weiche and Gerry Le Francois reviewed the current facility, in operation since 1984, and presented 
the proposed CUP, variance, reclamation plan, and Clarifying General Plan Amendment. Rob Carnahan, Project 
Environmental Services, presented CEQA materials. A public scoping meeting was held February 2011, and EIR on 
project impacts was released July 2011. Six agency and public comments were received. A revised/recirculated 
DEIR in February 2012 received 10 comments. Based on comments, clarifications to General Plan were made as an 
additional component. RDEIR2 had revisions, but did not replace RDEIR. New land use and planning items were 
added. Two comments were received after July 2012 release. 
 Stacey Simon cited documents received just today from Lozeau/Drury, Adams Broadwell, Joseph & Cardozo. 
Commissioner Shipley stated that last-minute documents can’t be read in two minutes without any background. 
Revised Resolution R12-05 was made available to the public, with minor changes to Exhibits B and C, which were 
explained by staff.  
  
OPEN PUBLIC COMMENT: Fred Stump, Long Valley Fire Protection District, is still conducting fire code review, 
and retained consulting firm using designers hired by Ormat. Height was not an issue for FPD. 
 Any history of incidents? In 1980s, leaked fluid ignited, with exposure problems for adjacent piping. A fire- 
protective water system has been installed since. A second system for redundancy has been proposed. 
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 Ron Leiken represented Ormat, a publicly traded company on the New York Stock Exchange. Ormat has been 
around since 1960s, is a geothermal pioneer in 24 countries, and supplies equipment to other companies. 
Mammoth Pacific was a subsidiary of Ormat until 2010, when Ormat purchased all interest. MP-1, built in 1984, 
owns 90 acres. Leiken discussed Ormat’s excellent environmental record of no adverse impacts. Economic benefits: 
stable primary employment, with royalties to feds ($90,000/yr). Recognition: Ormat has received awards and 
recognition from agencies. New M-1 plant would replace MP-I, produce 15% more energy with same amount of 
resource, and be reclaimed as storage site when M-1 becomes operational. Steam emanates from a natural steam 
vent, not emission from the plant. Ormat tried to avoid site limitations, and the proposed site is the only one 
found. Without a variance, project would have geologic and related impacts. An economic boost during 
construction would be $9.9 million to Mono County and hiring local contractors.  
 Elizabeth Klebaner, California Unions for Reliable Energy, sent comments on all EIRs, with focus on CEQA: 
1) conflict with General Plan; 2) air quality: excess emissions, uncontrolled leaks; 3) biological impacts: no 
geothermal within 500’ of blue-line stream. Setbacks hold unless revised in Specific Plan (SP). Variance is 
applicable only if not in conflict with Specific Plan policies. Mono included Long Valley HAC information, but data do 
not relieve Mono from impacts that were not evaluated or mitigated. Invalid to claim it does not affect Hot Creek. 
She disagreed that resource is stable. Conclusion: Take no action, direct staff to fix deficiencies in EIR, recirculate.  
 Commissioner Bush asked Klebaner why she was here. “Who do you represent?” he inquired. CURE = 
California Unions for Reliable Energy, which is interested in sustainable projects. Its stakeholders recreate/reside in 
Mono and include thousands of members. Bush requested a list of residents to talk to. Commissioner Shipley noted 
statements contradictory to the opposite side. What is the source of expertise? Who said what? Separate analysis. 
Commissioners are lay people who don’t want to debate. Bush stated Ormat is not a new thing. “It’s been running 
28 years with no big problems. Now they’re telling us it’s terrible? It’s been a good experience so far,” he said. 
 Mitchell Tsai, Laborers International Union of North America, Local Union 783, cited concern that the project 
not be detrimental to residents or workers. Mitigate impacts, comply with environmental laws. Ensure sustainable 
levels of mule deer. Their expert biologist concluded significant impact on mule deer. Impacts have not been 
reduced to less-than-significant levels.  
 Commissioner Bush asked Tsai if he wanted to stop the plant also. Bush commented that deer seem to be 
resilient, and the herd hangs around. Tsai cited issues with FEIR: Failure to adopt mitigation measures, particularly 
no lineal barriers that would block migration (he suggested underground). Bush asked if mitigation is enough to 
stop a project that’s been running well for nearly 30 years. Stacey Simon clarified that County’s deer expert did not 
conclude that there would be a significant impact to deer. Tsai contended that additional replacement facility 
would eliminate 5.7 acres of critical deer habitat. Commissioner Shipley asked if a field study was done or they 
relied on prior information. Every project that comes up involves deer migration. Who said what, when, how. Road 
kill occurs every year. Bush noted that normally the goal is to stop a project, but Tsai represents people who would 
work on the project. 
 Curt Nan Nest described Ormat as a great contract to work with, into safety issues, and employees are 
friends who live in Inyo and Mono raising families. All experts looked at this project.  

 Rick Joy, who has worked in Mono County since early 1980s, knows Ormat’s reputation and wants to take 
advantage of natural geothermal resource. 
 David Harvey, Mammoth Lakes planning commissioner but not here in that role, has worked with Ormat for 
years, and thought it unconscionable to delay the process any more. No significant negative impacts have occurred 
in 30 years of operation. An EIR is a subjective document that folks will pick to pieces forever. The commission will 
take testimony and make a decision. “It’s time to move forward, get local economy back on track; local laborers 
are ready and willing to work. Make good positive decisions for our community. The tactic is delay, delay, delay,” 
he said.  
 Brent Allen, nearly 30-yr Mono resident, has worked with Ormat since it came here and found it responsible 
and optimistic about resource use. He wanted to support companies here to help us. 
 Jim McDade, vendor from Inyo County, saw Ormat as safety conscious. He supported the project, as he 
relies on what goes on in Mono County. 
 Dan Lyster chairs the Long Valley Hydrologic Advisory Council (HAC), which has collected monitoring data the 
last 26 years. Changes have occurred, but causes are uncertain. “Scientists do not editorialize on change,” he said. 
Precipitation and seismic events influence the system. No effects have been attributed to the facility. HAC monitors 
hydrology only, not air. Changes occurred due to low precipitation and low runoff. Systems are all tied together. 
Fish hatchery is still operating, plant too.  
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 Commissioner Lizza asked Lyster if streams through property are fed by an ephemeral stream, and would the 
flow end up in Mammoth Creek? It used to flow into Mammoth Creek. More flow occurred last year, but never 
enough to adequately support biological resources because they’re affected by precipitation. Commissioner Shipley 
noted grass growing throughout, looked like drainage ditch. Scott Burns stated policies were developed 20 years 
ago, after plant was built. Any effect on streambed from existing plant? Not to Lyster’s knowledge.  

--- STAFF REQUESTED RECESS AT 2:55 P.M. TO CONFER, RECONVENED AT 3:24 P.M. --- 

 Dr. Jim Paulus, project biologist who has consulted here for 20 years, described Ormat as one of his better 
clients. He has done a lot of research (four studies in last year) and found Ormat to be conscientious. Confusion 
emerges about judging impact and sufficient mitigations. Comments seemed to result from unfamiliarity with the 
area, possibly not being around deer. He showed on a whiteboard a constrained corridor between structures as the 
only place for deer. Aboveground transmission line being added to existing transmission line rack – no new barrier. 
Mitigation would set aside corridors for preservation, not further block existing corridor, with earthen ramp over 
existing pipes. A small number of deer reside here. Only 1.5%-2% go to Mammoth Creek for water or migration. 
 Stacey Simon asked Dr. Paulus to address assertion by LIUNA’s consultant that loss of area under site of 
proposed plant is significant impact, but Dr. Paulus disagreed, didn’t see deer using it.  
 Rob Carnahan, EIR consultant, addressed purported General Plan conflict, air quality emissions (does not 
emit ozone itself), and biological impact on deer (citation provided by commenter’s deer expert in 1987 was 
undercut by study cited). Lyster noted attempts to mitigate impact of pipelines last several years. Vegetation 
intended to screen pipeline was eaten by deer. 
 Stacey Simon noted that staff initially saw a tough call whether to respond to General Plan comment, but 
realized clarification would just moot the issue and ensure that the language was consistent with the County’s 
intention and prior interpretation. Mono integrated zoning into its General Plan pursuant to 1998 Attorney General 
opinion, and setbacks are traditional zoning regulations. Ch. 33 provides for variances from Land Development 
Regulations (zoning-type requirements) located in the General Plan. A 500’ setback for geothermal development 
within the Hot Creek Buffer Zone from blue-line streams is established by Land Development Regulations. 
Mandatory General Plan elements are traditional, broad goals and policies all the way down to action items. 
Majority of action items refer to something already done or that should be done in future. Goal is protecting 
hydrologic resources. Action 1.13 is merely a reference to the Land Development Regulation in Chapter 15, not a 
re-imposition of that regulation. Commenter claims it was imposed twice in different General Plan elements. Revise 
Conservation/Open Space Element to be consistent. A variance is a discretionary act and the commission may or 
may not approve, at its discretion, but the alleged General Plan inconsistency would become a moot issue by 
clarifying. Asserted it’s a conflict, but staff doesn’t think it is. The County has adopted regulations restricting 
geothermal development within 500’ of a water course unless a variance is granted. Staff didn’t see inconsistency. 
It was misreading of language, so change language to be clear to all parties. It’s a non-issue from staff 
perspective. Simon suggested clarifying Condition #3: The rate of geothermal fluid production supplying the Casa 
Diablo geothermal complex shall not exceed existing geothermal fluid flow utilized in the complex.  
 Chair Shipley asked if there was any additional public comment. There being none, public comment was 
closed. CLOSE PUBLIC COMMENT. 
 

DISCUSSION: Commissioner Lizza noted only a 50’ section appears to intrude into 100’ setback, not entire plant. 
Ephemeral stream is impacted much more by existing plant. Deer population: Evaluated by expert and CDFG had 
no negative comments. Union representatives talk about families, but workers would be away from family if 
working here. Far less environmental impact results from geothermal than fossil fuels. “It’s difficult to respond to 
input and comments presented at the beginning of a meeting when document is several pages long. If you want 
serious consideration, get it to commission earlier, or it seems like a delay tactic. Late submission of comments at 
a meeting doesn’t show respect to commission or desire to evaluate comments.”  
 Commissioner Bush heard no one state outright opposition to the project, but thought it could be better or 
more thorough. Every expert saw the project as a positive. He favored this project that would put people to work. 
 Commissioner Roberts reminded that staff had recirculated the EIR, and he saw no reason for more delay. 
 Commissioner Shipley considered successful track record of the plant, nearly nonexistent impacts, putting 
people to work, and an upgrade for safety and efficiency as win/win. Impact on deer is nonexistent. Locating plant 
in already-disturbed site leaves nothing to reclaim, just brush to grow back. He stated he was totally in favor of 
this project that’s been “rehashed a million times over,” and recommended moving forward. 
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   MOTION: Recommend adoption of Resolution R12-05 taking the following actions:  
• Adopt and certify the Final EIR and mitigation monitoring and reporting program for Mammoth Pacific 

1 Replacement Project, finding that: 
1. In compliance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15090 (a); 

a. The Final EIR has been completed in compliance with CEQA; 
b. The Final EIR was presented to the decision-making body of the lead agency, and that the 

decision-making body reviewed and considered the information contained in the Final EIR 
prior to approving the project; and 

c. The Final EIR reflects the lead agency’s independent judgment and analysis. 
• Make required findings and approve Use Permit application 12-004 subject to the Mitigation Monitoring 

and Reporting Program and Conditions of Approval, as modified; and  
• Make required findings and approve Variance 12-002 subject to the Mitigation Monitoring and 

Reporting Program and Conditions of Approval; and 
• Make required findings and approve Reclamation Plan 12-001, subject to the Mitigation Monitoring and 

Reporting Program and Conditions of approval; and  
• Make required findings and recommend that the Board of Supervisors approve Clarifying General Plan 

Amendment 12-003(b), with rewording to the Conservation/Open Space Element suggested by 
Commissioner Lizza: Action 1.13: No geothermal development located within the Hot Creek Buffer 
Zone shall occur The County has adopted land development regulations for geothermal development 
within 500 feet on either side of a surface watercourse (as indicated by a solid or broken blue line on 
U.S. Geological Survey 7.5- or 15-minute series topographic maps) within the Hot Creek Buffer Zone 
(See Mono County Land Development Regulations, Chapter 15, section 15.070(B)(1)(d) ,) which are 
subject to variance only in accordance with Chapter 33 of the Mono County General Plan.  

• Condition #3:  The rate of geothermal fluid production supplying the Casa Diablo geothermal complex 
during the startup operating transition period during which both the proposed M-1 power generation 
facilities and the existing MP-1 plant power generation facilities may operate at the same time shall not 
exceed existing geothermal fluid flow utilized in the complex.  
(Bush/Roberts. Ayes: 4. Absent: Pipersky.) 

 
7. WORKSHOP: None  
 
8. REPORTS:      

A.  DIRECTOR: 1) November meeting: White Mountain Specific Plan/Tract Map revision and D395 overhead line. 
2) Cell tower: Conditions satisfied. 3) June Lake winter: Residents are developing a plan. 4) Flood maps: Higerd 
held well-attended meeting in Chalfant Valley. Update floodplain regulations in a cleanup GPA. 

B.  COMMISSIONERS: None.  
 

9. ADJOURN: 4:11 p.m. 
Prepared by C.D. Ritter, commission secretary  
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RESOLUTION R12-05 
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE MONO COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION  
CERTIFYING THE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

FOR THE MAMMOTH PACIFIC I REPLACEMENT PROJECT, 
APPROVING A CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT, VARIANCE, AND RECLAMATION PLAN 
 FOR THE PROJECT, AND RECOMMENDING THAT THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
APPROVE A CLARIFYING AMENDMENT TO THE MONO COUNTY GENERAL PLAN 

REGARDING GEOTHERMAL DEVELOPMENT  
WITHIN 500 FEET OF A MAPPED WATERCOURSE 

WHEREAS, the Mammoth Pacific I Replacement Project proposes to replace the existing MP-1 
power plant, located near Casa Diablo Hot Springs, with a new, more modern and efficient binary power 
plant to be located on the same site; to provide for reclamation and partial reuse of the existing power 
plant site; and to provide for the ultimate reclamation of all operations on the site, without altering the 
existing geothermal well field or changing the level of geothermal extraction (the “Project”); and 

WHEREAS, the Project includes approval of a Conditional Use Permit; approval of a variance from 
the 100-foot property-line and 500-foot stream setbacks applicable to geothermal development, authorization 
for the placement of an aboveground transmission pipeline, and a recommendation that the Board of 
Supervisors add clarifying language to the Mono County General Plan related to the 500-foot stream 
setback; and 

WHEREAS, Mono County has caused to be prepared an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) 
pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) for the Project; and  

WHEREAS, the Mono County Planning Commission did, on October 11, 2012,  hold a properly 
noticed and advertised public hearing to hear all testimony relevant to the Project, Final EIR, and approvals; 
and   

WHEREAS, based on the information provided in the draft and Final EIRs, public comment 
received on the Project, and taking into account the recommendations of staff, the Mono County Planning 
Commission desires to approve the Conditional Use Permit, grant the requested variance, approve the 
Reclamation Plan, and recommend that the Board of Supervisors approve the clarifying General Plan 
amendment.  
 
NOW, THEREFORE, Mono County Planning Commission hereby FINDS and RESOLVES that: 
 

1. A Final Environmental Impact Report (Final EIR) has been completed for the Project in 
compliance with CEQA; and 
 

2. The Final EIR has been presented to the Planning Commission, which is the decision 
maker with respect to the Conditional Use Permit, Variance, and Reclamation Plan for the 
Project and is the advisory body to the Board of Supervisors with respect to the proposed 
General Plan Amendment; and  
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3. The Planning Commission has reviewed and considered the information contained in the Final 

EIR (and the draft EIRs) for the Project; and 

 
4. The Final EIR reflects the lead agency’s independent judgment and analysis; and  

 
5. The Final EIR has identified potentially significant effects of the project which, as the result of 

changes or alterations incorporated into the Project, have been avoided or reduced to a less-than-
significant level, as set forth in Exhibit A to this resolution, which is hereby incorporated by this 
reference as if fully set forth herein; and 

 
6. Potential alternatives to the proposed Project are either not feasible or do not provide 

environmental benefit in comparison to the proposed Project, as set forth in Exhibit A; and 
 

7. The Mono County Planning Commission does hereby certify and adopt the Final EIR and the 
mitigation monitoring and reporting program for the Mammoth Pacific I Replacement Project.  
 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT the Mono County Planning Commission hereby: 
 

1. Makes each of the findings set forth in Exhibit B to this resolution, which is hereby 
incorporated by reference as if fully set forth herein, related to approval of a variance from 
specified provisions of the Land Development Regulations and Land Use Designation; and 
 

2. Approves Variance 12-002 authorizing a variance from the 100-foot property line setback, a 
variance from the 500-foot surface watercourse setback, and a variance from the provisions 
of section 11.010 of the General Plan related to the undergrounding of utilities for the 
Project, as described in the EIR. 

 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT the Mono County Planning Commission hereby: 
 

1. Makes each of the findings set forth in Exhibit C to this resolution, which is hereby 
incorporated by reference as if fully set forth herein, related to approval of a Conditional 
Use Permit for the Project; and 
 

2. Approves Conditional Use Permit 12-004 for the Project, including all Conditions of 
Approval, the Mitigation Monitoring, and Reporting Program, and a height exception for 
mechanical appurtenances, as described in the EIR. 

 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT the Mono County Planning Commission hereby: 
 

1. Makes each of the findings set forth in Exhibit D to this resolution, which is hereby 
incorporated by reference as if fully set forth herein, related to approval of a Reclamation 
Plan for the Project; and  
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2. Approves Reclamation Plan 12-001 for the Project. 
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT, the Mono County Planning Commission hereby: 
 

1. Finds that the proposed change to the text of the Land Development Regulations of the 
General Plan in General Plan Amendment 12-003(b) is consistent with the General Plan and 
any applicable area plan as set forth in Exhibit E to this resolution, which is attached hereto 
and hereby incorporated by reference; and 
 

2.  Recommends that the Board of Supervisors approve the Final EIR and GPA 12-003(b), 
which clarifies existing language in the Mono County General Plan related to setbacks from 
a surface watercourse applicable to geothermal development.  

  
PASSED AND ADOPTED this 11th day of October, 2012, by the following vote of the Planning 
Commission, County of Mono: 
 
 AYES :  Scott Bush, Chris Lizza, Dan Roberts, Steve Shipley 
 
 NOES :  
 
 ABSENT : Mary Pipersky 
 
 ABSTAIN :  
 
                    ________________________________ 
       Steve Shipley, Chair 
  
 
 
 
ATTEST:      APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
 
____________________________   _______________________________              
CD Ritter                                                             Stacey Simon  
Secretary of the Planning Commission Assistant County Counsel 
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EXHIBIT A 
 

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT FINDINGS PURSUANT TO CEQA GUIDELINE 
SECTION 15091 

MAMMOTH PACIFIC I REPLACEMENT PROJECT 
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

 
The State of California Public Resources Code Section 21081 and CEQA Guidelines Section 
15091 require a public agency, prior to approving a project, to identify significant impacts of the 
project and make one or more of three allowable findings for each of the significant impacts: 
 

• The first allowable finding is that “[c]hanges or alterations have been required in, or 
incorporated into, the project which avoid or substantially lessen the significant 
environmental effect as identified in the Final EIR.” (State CEQA Guidelines Section 
15091, subd. (a)(1)) 

• The second allowable finding is that “[s]uch changes or alterations are within the 
responsibility and jurisdiction of another public agency and not the agency making the 
finding.  Such changes have been adopted by such other agency or can and should be 
adopted by such other agency.” (State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15091, subd. (a)(2)) 

• The third allowable finding is that “[s]pecific economic, legal, social, technological, or 
other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly trained 
workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the 
Final EIR.” (State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15091 (a)(3)) 

After reviewing the Final EIR and the public record on the Project, the County hereby makes the 
findings in Parts I through IV of this document regarding the significant effects of the Mammoth 
Pacific I Replacement Project (Project) pursuant to Section 15091 of the State CEQA Guidelines.   

All effects of the Project on the environment are hereby found to be not significant after 
mitigation.  Cumulative impacts of the Project in conjunction with other related approved, 
proposed, or projects currently under construction have been addressed where applicable, and 
would not be significant after mitigation.   
 
PART I: FINDINGS RELATIVE TO POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS 
 
Because certain effects of the Project were analyzed in the EIR as potentially significant and 
because project design features, alterations, or mitigation measures have been imposed which 
avoid or further reduce those effects, the Planning Commission hereby finds as follows: 
 
A. Aesthetics 

1. Potentially Significant Effect

 

:  The Project could substantially degrade the 
existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings if not subject 
to design features, alterations, or mitigation measures. 

Statement of Facts:  The Project implements design features designed to screen 
the proposed M-1 plant from public view.  These features consist of earth-tone 
painting, pine tree preservation, a restriction on the height of materials stored, 
and placement of the interconnection transmission line near ground level.  In 
addition, a Landscape Plan has been prepared and must be approved by the 
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County.  The Landscape Plan identifies specific visual screening measures to be 
implemented at the storage yard to be located in the footprint of the existing MP-
I plant, which is to be removed.  With implementation of these design features 
and the protection measure, Project impacts would be less than significant and no 
mitigation is required. 
 
Finding

 

:  Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into the 
Project which reduces this potential impact to a level that is less than significant. 

2. Potentially Significant Effect

 

:  The Project could create a new source of 
substantial light or glare that would adversely affect nighttime views in the area 
if not subject to design features, alterations, or mitigation measures. 

Statement of Facts

 

:  The Project implements design features to reduce nighttime 
visibility caused by lighting of the proposed M-1 plant and associated facilities.  
These features consist of downward projection of power plant lighting and 
preparation/implementation of an Outdoor Lighting Plan for the Project in 
conformance with County Dark Sky Regulations.  With implementation of these 
design features, Project impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation 
is required. 

Finding

 

:  Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into the 
Project which reduces this potential impact to a level that is less than significant. 

B. Air Quality 
 

1. Potentially Significant Effect

 

:  The Project could conflict with or obstruct 
implementation of the applicable air quality plan if not subject to design features, 
alterations, or mitigation measures. 

Statement of Facts

 

:  The Project implements design features designed to 
eliminate the potential for conflicts with applicable Great Basin Unified Air 
Pollution Control District (GBUAPCD) plans and policies, including obtaining 
an Authority to Construct permit for the proposed M-1 plant and permits to 
operate the diesel fueled emergency generator and firewater pump generator.  All 
permits shall be obtained from the GBUAPCD.  With implementation of these 
design features, Project impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation 
is required. 

Finding

 

:  Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into the 
Project which reduces this potential impact to a level that is less than significant. 

2. Potentially Significant Effect

 

:  The Project could result in the violation of an air 
quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing air quality violation if 
not subject to design features, alterations, or mitigation measures. 

Statement of Facts:  The Project implements design features to ensure that air 
pollution emissions from the site are reduced to the maximum extent practicable.  
These features consist of installing a vapor recovery unit to capture motive fluid 
that could otherwise be released during plant maintenance and compliance with 
fugitive dust emission control measures during Project construction activity.  

5



3 
 

With implementation of these design features, Project impacts would be less than 
significant and no mitigation is required. 
 
Finding

 

:  Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into the 
Project which reduces this potential impact to a level that is less than significant. 

C. Biological Resources 
 

1. Potentially Significant Effect

 

:  The Project could have a substantial adverse 
effect on riparian habitat and/or federally protected wetlands as defined by 
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act if not subject to design features, alterations, 
or mitigation measures. 

Statement of Facts

 

:  The Project implements design features designed to reduce 
soil erosion and sedimentation impacts associated with runoff from the Project 
site.  These design features include installation of a subsurface retention basin at 
the proposed M-1 plant site, implementation of erosion control/stormwater 
construction best management practices (BMPs) in the interim site reclamation 
plan for the MP-I plant site, and implementation of M-1 plant site construction 
and post-construction BMPs.  With implementation of these design features, 
Project impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation is required. 

Finding

 

:  Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into the 
Project which reduces this potential impact to a level that is less than significant. 

2. Potentially Significant Effect

 

:  The Project could interfere with the movement of 
native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native 
resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife 
nursery sites if not subject to design features, alterations, or mitigation measures. 

Statement of Facts

 

:  The Project implements design features intended to reduce 
potential interference with fish and wildlife.  These design features include (a) 
implementation of a 15 mile-per-hour speed limit for all on-site construction 
vehicles; (b) construction and operation noise reduction measures including use 
of noise attenuation devices on construction equipment; (c) incorporation of 
erosion/sedimentation and spill control measures into the Project design, 
including a Spill Prevention, Control and Countermeasure (SPCC) Plan; (d) 
avoiding removal of existing trees in the placement of the interconnection 
injection pipeline; (e) prohibition on the installation of linear barriers to 
movement of deer or other wildlife between the existing plant and the 
replacement plant; (f) construction of a new deer crossing; (f) maintenance of 
existing mule deer movement corridor on northeastern side of complex; (g) 
fencing of waste facilities to avoid attracting potential predators; (h) shielding of 
lighting; (i) dog leash requirements; (j) slope limitations to prevent wildlife from 
being trapped in basins; (k) installation of passive raptor deterrents, and (l) 
revegetation requirements.  With implementation of these design features, Project 
impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation is required. 

Finding

 

:  Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into the 
Project which reduces this potential impact to a level that is less than significant. 
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3. Potentially Significant Effect

 

:  In the absence of the Project, there could be an 
adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on species 
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or regional 
plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Game 
or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service if not subject to design features, alterations, or 
mitigation measures. 

Statement of Facts

 

:  MPLP is currently conducting the hydrologic and biological 
monitoring prescribed by Mono County General Plan with respect to its existing 
operations, but existing permit requirements for such monitoring only exist under 
the MP-II and PLES-I project approvals.  Should these two projects be 
abandoned prior to the abandonment of the MP-I Replacement Project, there 
would be no permit requirement to continue the prescribed monitoring for what 
could be an extended MP-I project life.  Should the existing geothermal resource 
production and injection activities from the MP-I Plant result in changes in the 
temperature, flow rate or quality of the Hot Creek headsprings supporting the 
critical habitat of the Owens tui chub, then this could be a potentially significant 
impact under CEQA.  Bio Mitigation Measure 1, which subjects the Project to 
the applicable hydrologic and biologic monitoring and remedial action program 
requirements set forth in the County General Plan, would ensure that such 
monitoring continues.   

Finding

 

:  Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into the 
Project which reduces this potential impact from existing operations to a level 
that is less than significant. 

4. Potentially Significant Effect

 

:  The Project could have an adverse effect, either 
directly or through habitat modifications, on species identified as a candidate, 
sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans, policies, or 
regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service if not subject to design features, alterations, or mitigation 
measures. 

Statement of Facts

 

:  As a result of the findings of the baseline biological 
resources survey, multiple actions were identified which, if implemented, would 
further reduce the potentially adverse effects of the Project on biological 
resources. These actions and others identified by this assessment have been 
compiled into required Bio Protection Measures 2 through 16.  With 
implementation of these protection measures, Project impacts would remain less 
than significant and no mitigation is required. 

Finding

 

:  Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into the 
Project which reduces this potential impact to a level that is less than significant. 

D. Cultural Resources 
 

1. Potentially Significant Effect:  The Project could cause a substantial adverse 
change in the significance of a historical or archaeological resource, may directly 
or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource, and/or may disturb 
undocumented human remains if not subject to design features, alterations, or 
mitigation measures. 
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Statement of Facts

 

:  The Project implements a design feature intended to reduce 
any potential impact to historical, archaeological, or paleontological resources 
that may be encountered at the Project site.  This design feature requires the 
implementation of all environmental protection measures to reduce the adverse 
effects of the Project on cultural resources that were recommended in the 
baseline cultural resources survey reports prepared for the Project area.  In 
addition, Cultural Protection Measure 1 is required to ensure that any human 
remains encountered during the construction phase of the Project are properly 
treated.  With implementation of this design feature and protection measure, 
Project impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation is required. 

Finding

 

:  Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into the 
Project which reduces this potential impact to a level that is less than significant. 

 
E. Geology and Soils 
 

1. Potentially Significant Effect

 

:  The Project could expose structures to potential 
substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss involving rupture of a 
known earthquake fault, strong seismic ground shaking, or seismic-related 
ground failure if not subject to design features, alterations, or mitigation 
measures. 

Statement of Facts

 

:  The Project implements design features intended to reduce 
any potential adverse effects resulting from seismic activity in the surrounding 
vicinity.  These design features would require the implementation of all measures 
recommended in the geotechnical site investigation reports to mitigate impacts 
due to geotechnical, soils, and geologic constraints; as well as require that all 
Project structures be constructed to meet applicable earthquake safety codes and 
the 2010 Uniform Building Code adopted by the County.  In addition, Cultural 
Protection Measure 1 is required to ensure that any human remains encountered 
during the construction phase of the Project are properly treated.  With 
implementation of these design features, Project impacts would be less than 
significant and no mitigation is required. 

Finding

 

:  Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into the 
Project which reduces this potential impact to a level that is less than significant. 

F. Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
 

1. Potentially Significant Effect

 

:  The Project could create a hazard to the public or 
the environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous 
materials if not subject to design features, alterations, or mitigation measures. 

Statement of Facts

 

:  The Project implements a design feature requiring that no 
hazardous materials, chemicals, or wastes be stored in the new storage yard to be 
constructed in the footprint of the decommissioned MP-I plant.  With 
implementation of this design feature, Project impacts would be less than 
significant and no mitigation is required. 
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Finding

 

:  Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into the 
Project which reduces this potential impact to a level that is less than significant. 

2. Potentially Significant Effect

 

:  The Project could create a hazard to the public or 
the environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions 
involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment if not subject to 
design features, alterations, or mitigation measures. 

Statement of Facts

 

:  The Project implements design features requiring that (a) the 
power plant site be designed and constructed to prevent fluids from leaving the 
site and to prevent runoff from being channeled or directed in an unnatural way 
so as to cause erosion or siltation; (b) install and maintain a system of pressure 
and flow sensing devices capable of detecting leaks and spills and regular 
inspection of all lines; (c) include the M-1 plant site and operations within the 
existing hazardous material management and emergency response program at the 
Casa Diablo geothermal complex; and (d) include the M-1 plant and operations 
within the existing fire prevention and suppression program at the Casa Diablo 
geothermal complex.  With implementation of these design features, Project 
impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation is required. 

Finding

 

:  Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into the 
Project which reduces this potential impact to a level that is less than significant. 

G. Hydrology and Water Quality 
 

1. Potentially Significant Effect

 

:  The Project could provide additional sources of 
polluted runoff if not subject to design features, alterations, or mitigation 
measures. 

Statement of Facts

 

:  The Project shall implement design features designed to 
reduce soil erosion and sedimentation impacts associated with runoff from the 
Project site.  These design features include installation of a subsurface retention 
basin at the proposed M-1 plant site, implementation of erosion 
control/stormwater construction best management practices (BMPs) in the 
interim site reclamation plan for the MP-I plant site, and implementation of M-1 
plant site construction and post-construction BMPs.  With implementation of 
these design features, Project impacts would be less than significant and no 
mitigation is required. 

Finding

 

:  Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into the 
Project which reduces this potential impact to a level that is less than significant. 

2. Potentially Significant Effect

 

:  The Project could degrade water quality if not 
subject to design features, alterations, or mitigation measures. 

Statement of Facts:  The Project implements a design feature to reduce the 
potential for pollution to reach surface drainages.  This design feature includes 
incorporation of erosion/sedimentation and spill control measures into the Project 
design, including a Spill Prevention, Control and Countermeasure (SPCC) Plan.  
The power plant site must also be designed and constructed to prevent spills from 
leaving the site and to prevent runoff from being channeled or directed in an 
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unnatural way so as to cause erosion or siltation.  In addition to this design 
feature, implementation of Hydro Mitigation Measures 1 and 2 is required in 
order to provide additional spill containment and emergency response planning at 
the Project site.  Hydro Mitigation Measure 3, which would subject the Project to 
the applicable hydrologic and biologic monitoring and remedial action program 
requirements set forth in the County General Plan, (to which the existing MP-1 
plant is not currently subject) will further enhance such protections.   
 
Finding

 

:  Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into the 
Project which reduces this potential impact to a level that is less than significant. 

3. Potentially Significant Effect

 

:  The Project could violate waste discharge 
requirements if not subject to design features, alterations, or mitigation measures. 

Statement of Facts

 

:  The Project implements a design feature to avoid the 
alteration of or discharge of material to the existing stream channel crossing the 
site.  No element of the project construction will result in the alteration of, or 
discharge of fill material to, the blue-line drainage channel that crosses the site 
between the existing MP-I and proposed M-1 plant sites, adjacent to Old 
Highway 395.  Prior to commencement of construction, the Applicant shall 
provide to the County the proposed engineering design for the road crossing 
which demonstrates to the County that no impact to this drainage channel would 
occur as a result of project construction.  With implementation of this design 
feature, Project impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation is 
required. 

Finding

 

:  Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into the 
Project which reduces this potential impact to a level that is less than significant. 

H. Noise 
 

1. Potentially Significant Effect

 

:  The Project could result in a substantial temporary 
or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the Project vicinity above levels 
existing without the Project if not subject to design features, alterations, or 
mitigation measures. 

Statement of Facts

 

:  The Project shall implement design features to reduce noise 
associated with Project construction activities.  These design features limit 
construction activities to daylight hours, require on-site construction equipment 
to be equipped with noise attenuation devices, and require all construction 
activities and normal Project operations to comply with applicable County noise 
requirements.  With implementation of these design features, Project impacts 
would be less than significant and no mitigation is required. 

Finding

 

:  Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into the 
Project which reduces this potential impact to a level that is less than significant. 

I. Cumulative Effects 
 

1. Potentially Significant Effect:  The Project could combine with existing 
development in the vicinity to create a new source of substantial light or glare 
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that would adversely affect nighttime views in the area if not subject to design 
features, alterations, or mitigation measures. 

 
Statement of Facts

 

:  The Project implements a protection measure to reduce 
nighttime lighting within the Casa Diablo geothermal complex.  This protection 
measure requires that all projects within the Casa Diablo geothermal complex 
comply with applicable County lighting standards.  With implementation of this 
protection measure, cumulative impacts would be less than significant and no 
mitigation is required. 

Finding

 

:  Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into the 
Project which reduces this potential impact to a level that is less than significant. 

2. Potentially Significant Effect

 

:  The Project could combine with existing 
development in the vicinity to result in the violation of an air quality standard or 
contribute substantially to an existing air quality violation if not subject to design 
features, alterations, or mitigation measures. 

Statement of Facts

 

:  The Project implements a protection measure to ensure that 
fugitive dust emissions from the site are reduced to the maximum extent 
practicable.  This measure restricts Project-related vehicle speeds on all unpaved 
access roads to 15 miles per hour.  With implementation of this protection 
measure, cumulative impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation is 
required. 

Finding

 

:  Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into the 
Project which reduces this potential impact to a level that is less than significant. 

3. Potentially Significant Effect

 

:  The Project could combine with existing 
development in the vicinity to interfere with the movement of native resident or 
migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory 
wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites if not subject 
to design features, alterations, or mitigation measures. 

Statement of Facts

 

:  The Project implements Cumulative Bio Mitigation Measure 
1 to reduce potential interference with fish and wildlife.  This mitigation requires 
that constraints to wildlife movement through the Casa Diablo Hot Springs area 
be evaluated as part of any new development project proposed in the area.  
Measures shall be included as part of each new development project that would 
prevent the respective project from becoming a substantial obstacle to wildlife 
movement through or around the respective proposed development area. With 
implementation of this mitigation measure, cumulative impacts would be reduced 
to a less than significant level. 

Finding

 

:  Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into the 
Project which reduces this potential impact to a level that is less than significant. 

4. Potentially Significant Effect:  The Project could combine with existing 
development in the vicinity to have an adverse effect, either directly or through 
habitat modifications, on species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special 
status species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the 
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California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service if not 
subject to design features, alterations, or mitigation measures. 

 
Statement of Facts

 

:  The storage of water in lined wellfield basins would 
continue to attract wildlife and has the potential for similar cumulative impacts 
on wildlife as a result of any wellfield expansion associated with new geothermal 
development that is not a part of the Project.  The existing wellfield could be 
expanded by the addition of new wells and well sites to provide the additional 
geothermal fluid needed to support the proposed CD-4 power plant.  This impact 
could be cumulatively significant if future lined well site basins are constructed 
in a manner that prevents wildlife from escaping from the basins.  Cumulative 
Bio Mitigation Measure 2 is therefore required for County approved projects and 
should be considered as a requirement by federal agencies as a stipulation for 
approval of geothermal projects on public land in the vicinity of Casa Diablo Hot 
Springs.  With implementation of this mitigation measure, cumulative impacts 
would be reduced to a less than significant level. 

Finding

 

:  Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into the 
Project which reduces this potential impact to a level that is less than significant. 

5. Potentially Significant Effect

 

:  The Project could combine with existing 
development in the vicinity to have an adverse effect, either directly or through 
habitat modifications, on species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special 
status species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the 
California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service if not 
subject to design features, alterations, or mitigation measures. 

Statement of Facts

 

:  MPLP is currently conducting the hydrologic and biological 
monitoring prescribed by Mono County General Plan, but existing permit 
requirements for such monitoring only exist under the MP-II and PLES-I project 
approvals.  Should these two projects be abandoned prior to the abandonment of 
the MP-I Replacement Project, there would be no permit requirement to continue 
the prescribed monitoring for what could be an extended MP-I project life.  
Hydro Mitigation Measure 3, would subject the Project to the applicable 
hydrologic and biologic monitoring and remedial action program requirements 
set forth in the County General Plan, preventing such a lapse from occurring.   

Finding

 

:  Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into the 
Project which reduces this potential impact to a level that is less than significant. 

6. Potentially Significant Effect

 

:  The Project could combine with existing and/or 
proposed geothermal development in the vicinity to degrade water quality if not 
subject to design features, alterations, or mitigation measures. 

Statement of Facts:  Should the continued geothermal resource production and 
injection activities from the MP-I Project, in combination with other existing and 
future geothermal power plant projects in the Hot Creek Buffer Zone, result in 
changes in the temperature, flow rate or quality of the Hot Creek headsprings 
used for Hot Creek Fish Hatchery operations, then this could be a potentially 
significant impact under CEQA.  Cumulative Hydro Mitigation Measure 3, 
which would subject all existing and future geothermal power plant projects in 

12



10 
 

the Hot Creek Buffer Zone, or in the vicinity of Casa Diablo Hot Springs, to the 
applicable hydrologic and biologic monitoring and remedial action program 
requirements set forth in the County General Plan, would reduce this potential 
impact to a less than significant level. 
 
Finding

 

:  Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into the 
Project which reduces this potential impact to a level that is less than significant. 

PART II: FINDINGS RELATIVE TO UNAVOIDABLE SIGNIFICANT 
ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS 

 
No unavoidable significant environmental effects would result from implementation of the 
Project. 
 
PART III: FINDINGS RELATIVE TO ALTERNATIVES 
 
1. No Project Alternative

 

:  If the Project is denied, the existing MP–I power plant would not 
be replaced by the new technology proposed for the Project, and the more efficient 
conversion of the available geothermal heat energy to electrical energy afforded by the 
proposed replacement plant technology and equipment would not be realized.  The aging 
MP–I power plant would be expected to continue to operate as long as repair and 
restoration of the facility remains economically practical, but the long-term continuing 
utilization of the MP-I project geothermal resources could be shortened due to eventual 
equipment failure.  The No Project Alternative would not meet most of the basic project 
objectives.  Objectives that would not be met include (a) Applicant’s objectives: to 
optimize the amount of electrical energy that can be generated from the available 
geothermal resources, and to ensure continuous power generation and maximize 
utilization of the geothermal resource …; and (b) the County goals, policies and 
objectives: to permit the productive and beneficial development of alternative energy 
resources, including geothermal resources; and to ensure the orderly and sound 
economic development of geothermal resources... 

FINDING

 

: The No Project Alternative is infeasible because it is inconsistent with and 
does not meet project objectives. 

2. Alternative Power Plant Location (North Site):  The selected North Site Alternative 
would be on public land administered by the USFS located north of the existing SCE 
substation and east of the proposed Casa Diablo IV Geothermal Development Project 
(CD–4) power plant site.  It is assumed that the North Site Alternative would be 
constructed within an approximately 5.7-acre footprint essentially the same as that 
described for the Project.  An approximately 600-foot interconnection transmission line 
would need to be constructed from the alternative plant site to the existing SCE 
substation.  In addition, new production and injection fluid pipelines would need to be 
constructed to the North Site Alternative plant site.  The new pipelines would be assumed 
to parallel the pipeline route of the proposed CD–4 Project from the existing MP–I plant 
site to the North Site Alternative plant site – a distance of about one mile.  The 
construction, MP–I decommissioning, operations, and eventual site reclamation of the 
North Site Alternative geothermal development would be essentially the same as those 
activities described for the Project with only minor site–specific adjustments.  Approval 
for development on the North Site Alternative would require NEPA review and approval 
from federal agencies. 
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FINDING

 

:  The North Site Alternative would result in very similar impacts to those 
identified for the proposed Project.  However, selection of the North Site Alternative 
plant site would require construction of approximately one mile of new geothermal 
pipeline corridor resulting in greater impacts on biological resources and more 
construction related air emissions.  The location of the North Site Alternative plant site 
would be within a Jeffrey Pine forested area and would be susceptible to greater potential 
wildland fire hazard than the proposed M-1 plant site.  This was determined to be a 
potentially significant impact.  The North Site Alternative power plant site would be less 
visible from major roadways than the proposed Project plant site, but visual impacts were 
not determined to be significant from either of the plant sites.  The proposed Project is 
considered environmentally superior to the North Site Alternative. 

3. Identification of the Environmentally Superior Alternative

 

:  The proposed Project, as 
amended by the conditions and mitigation/protection measures prescribed in the EIR, is 
the environmentally superior alternative based on the discussion and findings above. 
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Exhibit B 
Variance 12-002 

Findings and Rationale 
 

A. Because of special circumstances (other than monetary hardship) applicable to the 
property, including its size, shape, topography, location, or surroundings, the strict 
application of the provision of the land use designations or land development regulations 
deprives such property of privileges (not including the privilege of maintaining a 
nonconforming use or status) enjoyed by other property in the vicinity and in an identical 
land use designation.  
 
1. Setbacks.

 

  The proposed Project includes a request for a variance from two required 
setbacks; 100 feet from the south line and 500 feet from a surface watercourse. The 
proposed locations on the site were specifically chosen, and the requested variances are 
needed, to avoid the many geological and geotechnical constraints present in the Project 
parcel area and to minimize lot disturbance. As stated in the letter from Black Eagle 
Consulting, Inc. (BEC) dated September 7, 2012, (the “BEC Letter”), the proposed 
location is necessary to minimize risks to the plant, its supporting facilities, and operating 
personnel.  In addition, continued use of the existing plant site for ancillary facilities 
reduces site disturbance by avoiding the relocation of those uses to another area on the 
site. 

A number of geologic hazards are inherent to the surrounding areas on the parcel. To the 
north and east of the proposed plant location (away from the south property line) are 
extremely hot soils as well as active steam vents and associated weak soils. These 
conditions are hazardous to both personnel and plant equipment. Moving the facilities 
north would also greatly increase the size of the cut slope and raises the elevation so that 
they would be more visible from Highway 395.  Site disturbance would also increase, as 
the existing plant location would not be utilized.   
 
Moving the facilities to the south would cause them to be closer to the property line and 
would place critical structures on highly compressible soils, unsuitable for conventional 
foundation support or even placement of the necessary fill. Moving the replacement plant 
to the west would bring it even closer to the intermittent stream as well as to an active, 
unnamed fault located about 0.1 miles to the west of the western boundary of the 
proposed site. There are active steam vents associated with this fault that must be 
avoided.  
 
Other properties within the Hot Creek Buffer Zone are currently developed with 
geothermal facilities (as described in section 5.1.1 of the EIR, and figure 38) or proposed 
for future development and thus enjoy the privileges of such use.  Because those 
properties are not subject to the same geological and geophysical constraints, such uses 
are conforming. 
 
2.   Aboveground transmission line.  As noted in the EIR and the BEC Letter, much of 
the Project site consists of geothermal soils having elevated temperatures. Generally, 
underground transmission lines require properly designed thermal backfill to reduce heat 
buildup and consequent loss of electrical conductivity or even melting of the conduit.  
However, such heat buildup in an underground transmission line crossing warm or hot 
areas in the soil cannot be mitigated with thermal backfill and a variance to place the 
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transmission line above ground is necessary and does not constitute a special privilege.  
(See BAC Letter, September 7, 2012).   
 

B. The grant of variance will not constitute a special privilege inconsistent with the limitations 
upon other properties in the vicinity and in the land use designation in which the property 
is situated. 
 
1.  Setbacks

 

.  As illustrated in the BEC letter and in FEIR Drawing 1, development of the 
Project site is highly constrained as a result of steep slopes, fault zones, and geothermal 
soils/fumaroles. The site is also bisected by an intermittent surface watercourse. The 
combination of these conditions is unique to the Project site, and other parcels designated RE 
and/or within the Hot Creek Buffer Zone are not similarly limited. In fact, several are already 
developed with geothermal facilities or proposed for such development. (See FEIR Figure 1 
and RDEIR sections 5.1.1 and 5.1.2.)   

The only other non-federally-owned parcel within the Casa Diablo portion of the Hot Creek 
Buffer Zone, owned by LADWP, consists of 194 acres. The LADWP parcel has ample area 
available for geothermal development such as that proposed on the Project site (see FEIR 
Drawing 1).  Accordingly, the grant of a variance for the proposed Project would not 
constitute a special privilege inconsistent with the limitations on other nearby or similarly-
situated properties but instead, would put it on par with such properties.  The County’s land 
use regulations do not apply on federal land. 

 
2. Aboveground transmission line

 

. Mono County Land Development Regulations 
authorize the placement of distribution facilities such as the proposed transmission line 
underground without discretionary approval by the County.  (See Mono County General Plan, 
Section 11.010(B).)  Those regulations provide for aboveground placement pursuant to 
director review permit or use permit if any one of four findings can be made.   (See Mono 
County General Plan, Section 11.010(D).) Alternatively, a variance may be granted to allow 
aboveground use where the conditions justifying a variance exist.  (See Mono County 
General Plan Chapter 33).  The proposed aboveground line is capable of being approved 
pursuant to either procedure, as either of the required findings can be made.  Specifically, 
under Section 11.010(D)(1), the pipeline will not significantly disrupt the character of the 
area (See RDEIR sections 2.1.3 and 4.2.3 concluding that there will not be a significant visual 
impact associated with the Project or the aboveground pipeline; see also the discussion of the 
existing environment, indicating the presence of other above ground transmission lines and 
geothermal infrastructure in the vicinity.)  Likewise, the finding for aboveground placement 
under Section 11.010(D)(2) can be made since aboveground placement would decrease the 
line’s exposure to environmental hazards (e.g., heated soils) thus making it environmentally 
superior to undergrounding.  (See BEC Letter.)  Other private properties in the area meeting 
these (or the other listed) criteria are also eligible to request approval for aboveground 
utilities pursuant to Section 11.010, if they meet the stated criteria.   

Accordingly, the grant of a variance would not constitute a special privilege inconsistent with 
limitations imposed on other properties. 

 
C. The grant of variance will not be detrimental to the public welfare or injurious to property 

or improvements in the area in which the property is situated. 
 

1. Setbacks. A number of geologic hazards are inherent to the surrounding area. The 
proposed location of the M-1 replacement plant (and supporting facilities) would actually 
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lessen any exposure to hazardous conditions and would minimize risks to both the plant 
and its operating personnel, in comparison to other locations on the property. (See, e.g., 
BEC Letter.)  Adjoining property consists of thousands of acres of undeveloped land 
owned by the federal government.  The only other nearby development consists of similar 
geothermal operations. Accordingly, a minor variation from the property line setback 
would have no impact on improvements or property in the area. 
 
And Project design features and required mitigation measures, including installation of a 
subsurface retention basin and a sediment trap, implementation of erosion 
control/stormwater construction best management practices (BMPs), post-construction 
BMPs, restrictions on the existing plant site during its interim use for storage (e.g., 
prohibition on cleaning or fueling equipment, limitations on what may be stored, and 
height limitations) that will reduce and avoid the possibility of hydrologic impacts on the 
site as discussed in section 4.8.3 of the EIR and the Reclamation Plan, as well as reduce 
visual impacts as discussed on pages 4-2 through 4-35 of the EIR.  Finally, the Project 
involves no expansion in water use or use of the geothermal resource. As such, there is no 
impact to water quantity. 
 

2.  Aboveground transmission line

 

. The Project includes two proposals for the 
interconnection transmission line, both of which were analyzed in the EIR. The EIR 
concludes that there will not be a significant visual impact associated with the Project or 
the aboveground line. (See sections 2.1.3 and 4.2.3; see also the discussion of the existing 
environment on page 2 of the EIR, which describes the presence of other above ground 
transmission lines and geothermal infrastructure in the vicinity.) Because either option 
would be located near ground level (either within an existing pipe rack or on its own T-
bar supports and suspended approximately 2-3 feet above ground level) as opposed to 
overhead, visual impacts associated with either option would be virtually non-existent. 
There would be no new overhead transmission line poles associated with either of the 
interconnection transmission line options. Indeed, placement of the transmission line 
underground presents a risk to the lines and to operation if such lines fail. 

D. The grant of variance will not be in conflict with established map and text of the general 
and specific plans and policies of the County. 

 
1. Setbacks.  As discussed in section 4.10.3 of the EIR, the 500-foot surface watercourse 

and 100-foot exterior property line setbacks are subject to variance in accordance with 
Chapter 33 of the General Plan.  The Project requires a variance from the 500-foot 
setback because, while the replacement plant would be further from the same watercourse 
than the existing plant, it would still be partially within that setback. And the existing 
plant site (to be used for interim storage) would continue to be within the setback.   The 
granting of such a variance is not inconsistent with the text or maps of the General Plan, 
including but not limited to, the Energy Resources section of the Conservation and Open 
Space Element (Goal 1, Objective D, Policy 1, Action 1.13).  That section lists the 500-
foot setback imposed by the Land Development Regulations as an “action” to further the 
policy of protecting hydrologic resources.  The reference is not intended to prohibit the 
granting of an otherwise authorized setback variance where no hydrologic impacts would 
result, and does not “re-impose” the setback requirement already imposed.  Setbacks are 
classic development standards which may be adjusted through variance procedures where 
necessary due to site-specific constraints, such as those that exist here. Finally, Project 
design features and mitigation measures imposed as mandatory conditions of approval 
avoid or minimize potential impacts to hydrologic resources by preventing fluids from 
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reaching adjacent waterways and limiting geothermal extraction to existing levels, as 
discussed above and in section 4.8.3 of the EIR.  The proposed variance is consistent with 
the map and text of the General Plan as currently written and as proposed to be clarified 
by GPA 12-003(b).  

 
The variance from the 100-foot property line setback is also authorized in accordance 
with Chapter 33 of the General Plan and would not be in conflict with any program, 
policy, goal, or objective of the General Plan. 

 
2. Aboveground transmission line

 

.  See discussion under finding B.2 above, which is 
incorporated by this reference.   
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Exhibit C 
Use Permit 12-004 

Findings and Rationale 
 

I. USE PERMIT 
 

A. All applicable provisions of the Land Use Designations and Land Development Regulations 
are complied with, and the site of the proposed use is adequate in size and shape to 
accommodate the use and to accommodate all yards, walls and fences, parking, loading, 
landscaping and other required features. 

 
The existing MP-1 plant site decommissioning activities and the conversion of a portion of the site to a 
storage area, proposed as part of the Project, would be conducted on private land with a land use 
designation (LUD) of Resource Management (RM).  The RM designation is intended “to recognize and 
maintain a wide variety of values in the lands outside existing communities,” including “geothermal or 
mineral resources.” “Mining and geothermal exploratory projects” are explicitly “uses permitted subject 
to use permit” and other “similar” uses may also be permitted.  
 
The RM designation provides for a minimum parcel size of 40 acres, limits site disturbance to 10% (with 
a maximum lot coverage of 5%), and provides for maximum population density of 5.02 persons per 40 
acres.  The RM parcel consists of approximately 40 acres of privately-owned land, of which 
approximately 2.6 acres is presently disturbed (approximately 6.6%).  This level of disturbance is pre-
existing and would not be increased by the Project.  The ultimate decommissioning, reclamation and 
restoration of this site required by the Reclamation Plan is consistent with Resource Management intent 
of the designation to provide for low intensity rural uses that recognize and maintain the resource value of 
the parcel and would eliminate site disturbance. There would be no residential use of the property.  
 
The proposed new M-1 plant site would be located on the adjacent 50-acre parcel, which is designated as 
Resource Extraction (RE). The RE designation “is intended to provide for protection of the environment 
and resource extraction activities . . . and for processing plants utilizing on-site materials or materials 
found in close proximity to the site.” “Exploring, drilling, and development of geothermal resources” are 
explicitly “uses permitted subject use permit” and other “similar” uses may also be permitted uses. The 
M-1 replacement plant site construction and Project operations would be conducted entirely on private 
land with a LUD of RE. 
 
The RE designation provides for a minimum parcel size of 40 acres, prohibits residential uses (other than 
for an employee/caretaker) and references the setbacks established by section 15.070 for resource 
development (100 feet from interior public streets or from a property line, 500 feet from any adjacent 
private dwelling, institution, school, or other building or location used for public assemblage, and, for 
geothermal development within the Hot Creek Buffer Zone, 500 feet from a surface watercourse).  The 
Land Use Designations and Land Development Regulations function as the County’s zoning requirements 
and are subject to variance pursuant to Chapter 33 of the Mono County General Plan and State law.   
 
All project activities would occur more than 100 feet from any internal street and more than 500 feet from 
adjacent uses for public assemblage. The nearest dwelling, institution, or school is located within the 
Town of Mammoth Lakes approximately two miles to the west of the project site.  A public parking area 
located just to the east of US 395 and the Mammoth Lakes exit is greater than 500 feet from the project 
property line (Figure 19, Revised DEIR, February 2012). The project includes a request for a variance 
which would authorize a portion of the facility to be located within 100 feet of an external property line 
and within 500 feet of a surface watercourse.  Such variances are authorized by Chapter 33 of the Land 
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Development Regulations and if granted consistent with those requirements, all provisions of the Land 
Use Designations and Land Development Regulations would be complied with. 
 
As described more fully in section 4.2.2 of the EIR, the Project meets applicable standards of the Land 
Development Regulations related to visual impacts. An Outdoor Lighting Plan has been provided for the 
Project site which meets the requirements of Chapter 23 of the General Plan, the County’s “Dark Sky 
Regulations,” to mitigate nighttime visibility of the facilities. In addition, a Landscape Plan has been 
submitted which provides additional visual screening of the Project site. Use Permit conditions require 
compliance with these plans.  All buildings, insulation jacketing, and visible structures would be painted 
to blend with the existing environment in order to minimize the visual impacts in the area and 
approximately six-foot-high fences would be constructed around the M-1 plant site and the M-1 plant 
substation to provide additional screening.  Site disturbance is limited and a Reclamation Plan which 
meets the requirements of Chapter 26 of the General Plan and will reduce and restore site disturbance has 
been submitted.  Compliance with the Reclamation Plan is a condition of project approval. Accordingly, 
the Project also meets applicable standards set forth in Section 08.010 through 08.060 Scenic Combining 
District and State Scenic Highway.   

Section 4.110 of the Land Development Regulations provides for a maximum building height of 35 feet, 
but allows for greater heights to be approved through the Director Review process or Use Permit process.  
The project involves approval, through the Use Permit process, of mechanical appurtenances which 
exceed 35 feet in height. (See additional discussion below in sections II.A and II.B.) 

Chapter 11 of the Land Development Regulations provides for the undergrounding of utilities, unless 
overhead placement is approved by Director Review permit, Use Permit, or variance.  The Conservation 
and Open Space Element, Visual Resources, Objective C, Policy 3, Actions 3.1 through 3.8 reference 
these requirements. The project proposes two possible locations for an aboveground interconnection 
transmission line, and the applicant has applied for a variance to allow for aboveground installation.  

The Project is in compliance with all other applicable provisions of the Land Use Designations and the 
Land Development Regulations of the Mono County General Plan.  

Further, the site is adequate in size and shape to accommodate the use, and to accommodate all yards, 
walls, and fences, parking, loading, landscaping and other required uses. The site consists of 90 acres of 
privately-owned land bordered on all sides by publicly-owned land managed primarily for open space.   

B. The site for the proposed use relates to streets and highways adequate in width and type to 
carry the quantity and kind of traffic generated by the proposed use. 
 

As described in the EIR (see, e.g., sections 2.1.2, 2.1.6, and 3.3.8) the land uses at the project site would 
remain the same as under existing conditions. No additional employees would be added as a result of the 
plant replacement and, thus, no additional long-term vehicle traffic to or from the project site would be 
created and no long-term impact to the existing roadway circulation system in the area would result.  
 
Short-term construction traffic would increase in the immediate vicinity of the site, although the traffic 
volumes expected to be associated with Project construction would be light and existing volume-to-
capacity ratios at the U.S. Highway 395/SR 203 interchange are sufficient to accommodate this small 
temporary increase.   
 
The existing entrances to the Casa Diablo geothermal development complex would continue to provide 
adequate access to the new M-1 plant site. North and south U.S. Highway 395 off ramps onto State Route 
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203 are located less than one-quarter mile southwest of the Project site. Access to the Project site would 
be via State Route 203 east to Antelope Springs Road, then north to Cutoff Road, then east to the existing 
paved access to the replacement plant site off of the Old Highway Road. Substation Road and Old 
Highway Road would be used as emergency access roads that lead to a locked gate which can be opened 
by emergency responders and is sufficient to support emergency vehicles, in accordance with the 
County’s Fire Safe Regulations (Chapter 22 of the Land Development Regulations). 
 
A new paved access road would be constructed from the onsite access road to the lower pad on which the 
M-1 plant would be constructed. Paved access roads would also be constructed along the north, south and 
west sides of the new M-1 plant site, which are specifically designed in width and type to carry the 
quantity and kind of traffic associated with the project.   

 
C. The proposed use will not be detrimental to the public welfare or injurious to property or 

improvements in the area in which the property is located. 
 

The EIR for the Project has identified no significant impacts resulting from the proposed Project.  The 
proposed use is the same as currently exists on the site, with the exception that a new, more modern 
facility would replace the existing M-1 plant.  The new facility includes design features (including, but 
not limited to a landscaping plan, dark sky compliant lighting, and screening) not currently applicable to 
the existing facility. Without expanding the use of the geothermal resource or in any way increasing 
impacts to that resource, the proposed facility would increase the amount of geothermal energy generated 
on the site and reduce associated impacts.  (See EIR Project Description). 
 
The M-1 site is situated in an area where property and improvements are committed to similar compatible 
uses, including existing operating geothermal plants and well fields, the existing MP-1 plant proposed for 
decommissioning, and an SCE substation. The proposed use has been sited to minimize visual impacts 
from the State Scenic Highway, and when the existing plant is decommissioned, will have less of a 
detrimental visual presence than exists currently.  (See EIR section 4.2.3.) 
 
In addition, the proposed Project incorporates design features which will protect the public and property 
from the risks of fire, contamination, and other hazards.  Specifically, the M-1 replacement power plant 
site would be designed and constructed to prevent fluids from leaving the site and endangering adjacent 
properties or nearby waterways. Numerous engineering, fire-control and safety measures are integrated as 
part of the Project to prevent releases of n-pentane, to avert or control fires, and to respond to other 
emergencies.  (See e.g., EIR section 2.1.6.) 
 
A diesel-powered emergency generator would be installed on the M-1 plant site to provide emergency 
backup power to critical plan functions in the event of a power outage. Similarly, a diesel-powered 
firewater pump generator would be installed to provide power to the firewater pump during fire 
emergencies.  
 
In addition, MPLP has developed an integrated program to meet the following requirements, (see EIR 
section 2.1.6): California Accidental Release Prevention (CalARP) Program; EPA Risk Management Plan 
(RMP); OSHA Process Safety Management (PSM) Program for all three existing plants. Prior to delivery 
of n-pentane, MPLP would revise and update this program to reflect the new M-1 plant; Revise its 
existing Spill Prevention, Control and Countermeasure (SPCC) Plan, in conformance with 40 CFR 112, to 
include the new M-1 plant; Update its Emergency Response Plan (ERP); Update its Hazardous Materials 
Business Plan (HMBP); A Permit for Authority to Construct and Permit to Operate would be obtained 
from the GBUAPCD 
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There would be at least one employee “on call” at all times familiar with the ERP and would have the 
authority to commit the resources needed to carry out the contingency plan.  

 
D. The proposed use is consistent with the map and text of this General Plan and any 

applicable area plan. 
 

For a thorough discussion regarding the Project’s consistency with the General Plan see the analysis 
contained throughout the EIR, and particularly sections 4.10.2 and 4.10.3. The following summarizes the 
Project’s consistency with applicable maps, policies, land uses, and programs contained in the General 
Plan. 
 
The Project is consistent with General Plan maps designating the site for Resource Management (RM) 
and Resource Extraction (RE).  The RE designation (where the replacement plant would be located) “is 
intended to provide for protection of the environment and resource extraction activities.” “Exploration, 
drilling, and development of geothermal resources” are explicitly “uses permitted subject to use permit 
and other “similar uses may also be permitted.”  The RM designation (where the existing plant is located) 
is intended to “recognize and maintain a wide variety of values in the lands outside existing 
communities,” including “geothermal or mineral resources.”  “Mining and geothermal exploratory 
projects” are explicitly “uses permitted subject to use permit” and other “similar” uses may be permitted.   
 
The Project is consistent with the objectives, policies, general land uses, and programs of the Mono 
County General Plan.  General Plan goals encourage the productive and beneficial development of 
alternative energy, including geothermal resources, in manner which avoids or minimizes environmental 
impacts. The EIR concludes that there will be no significant environmental impacts as a result of the 
proposed Project.  General Plan policies allow consideration of national need for alternative energy and 
require the applicant to demonstrate the economic benefits of the Project.  (See Conservation and Open 
Space Element – Energy Resources.) The economic analysis of the Project describes those benefits.  

 
Objectives C and D of Goal 1 of the Energy Resources portion of the Conservation and Open Space 
Element establish procedures and direction for addressing biologic and associated hydrologic impact 
mitigation and monitoring requirements from geothermal exploration and development. Consistent with 
these policies, a baseline biological resource survey was conducted (Paulus 2011) and is provided as 
Appendix D of the EIR. The recommended measures and project design features of this report have been 
incorporated and are a part of the Project.  

The EIR concludes that there would be no significant impacts to visual resources as a result of the Project 
and that current visual impacts associated with the MP-1 facility would be reduced by the Project. 
Additionally, the Project would be consistent with all applicable General Plan Polices pertaining to 
Aesthetics/Visual Resources, provided that a variance is granted to allow transmission lines to be placed 
at ground level as opposed to underground. 

• Aboveground utility lines. Objective C, Policy 3, Actions 3.1-3.8 Conservation/Open 
Space Element (Visual Resources) provides for underground installation of utility lines in 
conformity with County Requirements.  Chapter 11 of the Land Use Regulations 
provides for underground installation unless approved through Use Permit or Director 
Review in certain specified circumstances.  Actions 3.1-3-8 also allow for aboveground 
installation pursuant to a variance.  The Project is consistent with this policy if the 
requested variance is granted. Additionally, the transmission lines would be eligible for 
an exception to the underground requirement pursuant to Chapter 11, as described in 
Exhibit B, section B.2. 
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• Mechanical appurtenances/building height. (Land Use Element – Development 

Standards): The Project proposes to install purge tanks, two-inch diameter vent pipes and 
one-inch diameter lightning masts on top of the air cooling towers which would extend 
up to approximately 40 feet above ground level, exceeding the permitted height of 35 feet 
by up to 5 feet. However, Mono County regulations allow for exceptions to be granted by 
the Planning Director in the cases of mechanical appurtenances or, for building heights in 
excess of 35 feet, through the Use Permit process.  The purge tank vent pipes and 
lightning qualify as “mechanical appurtenances” and would thus meets the criteria for 
exception to be granted by the Planning Director, or by the more stringent Use Permit 
process. (See sections II.A and B below.) 

The Project would be consistent with relevant General Plan Policies in the Conservation/Open Space 
Element pertaining to Air Quality as discussed on page 30 of the RDEIR2.  

The Project would be consistent with relevant General Plan Policies in the Conservation/Open Space 
Element pertaining to Biological Resources as discussed on pages 30-32 of the RDEIR2 and section 4.4 
of the RDEIR, as revised.  For example, current biologic and hydrologic monitoring will continue and 
will also be applied to the M-1 plant; baseline studies have been prepared to document existing conditions 
on the Project site and mitigation measures and design features are imposed to minimize potential impacts 
based on those studies and recommendations. 
 
The Project would also be consistent with relevant General Plan Policies (shown in Table 25 of the 
RDEIR) in the Conservation/Open Space Element pertaining to hydrology and water quality as described 
on pp. 30 – 36 of the RDEIR2.   The Project includes design features and is subject to mitigation 
measures which avoid or minimize potential impacts to hydrologic resources to a level that is less than 
significant through, among other things,  installation of a subsurface retention basin at the M-1 plant site, 
implementation of erosion control/stormwater construction best management practices (BMPs) and post-
construction BMPs, as discussed in the EIR. (See e.g., section 4.8.3).  The Project involves no additional 
use or extraction of water from the geothermal resource and therefore has no impact to water quality.  
 

• Setbacks from surface watercourse.  As discussed previously, Section 15.070(B)(1)(d) of the 
County’s Land Use Regulations imposes a 500-foot setback from surface watercourses for 
geothermal development within the Hot Creek Buffer Zone.  Chapter 33 of the General Plan 
authorizes the granting of variances from any Land Development Regulation or LUD if certain 
conditions exist.  The project requires a variance from this setback because, while it would be 
further from the same watercourse than the existing plant, the replacement plant would still be 
partially within that setback. The Energy Resources section of the Conservation and Open Space 
Element (Goal 1, Objective D, Policy 1, Action 1.13) lists the 500-foot setback as an “action” to 
protect hydrologic resources.  That reference is not intended to prohibit the granting of an 
otherwise authorized variance and does not “re-impose” the setback requirement already 
imposed.  If a variance is granted in accordance with Chapter 33, then the Project is consistent 
with the General Plan, both as currently written and with the clarifications to the General Plan 
included proposed by GPA 12-003(b).   

The Project would be consistent with relevant General Plan Policies in the Safety Element pertaining to 
fire hazards as discussed on page 32 of the RDEIR2 and in section 4.7 of the RDEIR.  For example, the 
Project would not create a significant risk from wildland or structural fire; the Project will obtain a will-
serve letter from the Long Valley Fire Protection District and will implement Project HazMat Design 
Feature 4, which would extend the existing fire suppression and response program in place at the Casa 
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Diablo Geothermal Complex to cover the proposed Project. Appendix A to the RDEIR presents a list of 
measures that the Project would adopt in order to reduce the risk of wildland and/or structural fire. These 
measures include compliance with applicable requirements in the Fire Safe Ordinance and Uniform Fire 
Code; and the Notice of Preparation for the Draft EIR was sent to the Department of Forestry and the 
Long Valley Fire Protection District was consulted in the preparation of the RDEIR. 

The Project would be consistent with relevant General Plan Policies in the Hazardous Waste Management 
Element pertaining to hazardous materials. The Project includes several design features, presented as 
HazMat Design Features 1 through 5 in the RDEIR.  

For analysis of Project consistency with relevant General Plan Policies in the Noise Element pertaining to 
noise, see Section 4.9 of the RDEIR. As discussed therein, the Project, including Noise Design Features 1 
through 3, would be consistent with all applicable General Plan Polices pertaining to noise. 

II. MECHANICAL APPURTENANCES/BUILDING HEIGHT EXCEPTION 

A. The project will not result in substantial detrimental effects on the enjoyment and use of 
surrounding properties.  

 
Several mechanical appurtenances (including eight purge tanks, of about 36 inches in length and 24 
inches in diameter, a two-inch diameter pipe, and a one-inch diameter lightning mast/rod) would extend 
up to approximately 5 feet above the 35-foot building height.  These mechanical appurtenances are part of 
the CUP application and are evaluated on pp 4-2 – 4-35 of the RDEIR.  As mechanical appurtenances, 
these structures could be approved through the Director Review process outlined in Section 4.110 of the 
General Plan, or pursuant to the more stringent Use Permit process actually undertaken.  As described in 
the EIR, the appurtenances would be nearly completely obscured by vegetation and the super-structure of 
the main plant and would be colored to be blend with the existing background. The analysis shown in the 
EIR demonstrates the project would preserve scenic vistas and would not have any impact on surrounding 
properties.   
 

B. The modified height will not exceed the lifesaving equipment capabilities of the fire 
protection agency having jurisdiction. 

The mechanical appurtenances are lightning rods and pipes – and will not be occupied.  The Long 
Valley Fire Department was consulted in the preparation of the EIR and it was determined the 
height exception does not exceed the lifesaving capabilities of the protection agency. The Project 
is required to obtain a will-serve letter from the Long Valley Fire Protection District and will also 
implement Project HazMat Design Feature 4, which would extend the existing fire suppression 
and response program in place at the Casa Diablo Geothermal Complex to cover the proposed 
Project. 

III. ABOVEGROUND FLUID PIPELINE 
 
The aboveground placement of fluid pipelines is authorized because burial would create 
unacceptable environmental impacts or the potential to contaminate shallow groundwater 
resources.  The Project includes the relocation of two existing aboveground fluid conveyance 
pipelines to connect the new plant to existing production and injection locations.  As discussed in 
Exhibit B, the site contains numerous geotechnical and geological constraints, including hot 
soils, active steam vents, and earthquake faults.  Aboveground placement of fluid conveyance 
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lines minimizes the risk of damage to those lines due to earthquake or other site features, and 
allows for quick identification and remediation in the unlikely event of damage.  
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Exhibit D 
Reclamation Plan 12-001 
Findings and Rationale 

 
 
A. The reclamation plan complies with the provisions of CEQA.  

 
The Reclamation Plan is a component of the Mammoth Pacific Replacement Project.  A Final Environmental 
Impact Report has been prepared for the Project.  (SCH # 2011022020) and certified by the Planning Commission 
prior to adoption of the EIR. 

 
B. The reclamation plan is consistent with the objectives and policies set forth in this General Plan and any 

applicable area or specific plans. 
 
The project is consistent with the objectives and policies of the General Plan. The Land Use Element, Mammoth 
Vicinity Policies Objective C, Policy 4 & Action 4.1 provides: 
 
Policy 4

 

: Regulate geothermal and mining and reclamation activities in the Mammoth vicinity in a manner that 
retains the scenic, recreational, and environmental integrity of the Mammoth vicinity. 

The Mammoth Pacific Reclamation Plan requires removal of the MP-I plant, and removal of the MP-2 plant once 
these facilities are decommissioned.  The proposed M-1 plant would also be removed once the plant is 
decommissioned in 2045.  The offices, maintenance yard, warehouse, roads and wells would be removed once 
these facilities are no longer needed.  Some roads and wells may remain to support geothermal production on 
USFS property for the PLES plant.  The PLES plant is on Inyo National Forest lands and not subject to the 
reclamation plan.   
 
Removal and site reclamation of the above facilities retains the scenic and environmental integrity of the area.   
 
Action 4.1

 

: All geothermal, mining and reclamation activities shall comply with the policies of the county's 
Conservation/Open Space Element and the county's Reclamation Ordinance. 

The Conservation and Open Space Element of the General Plan, Energy Resources, provides that Geothermal 
exploration and development projects shall be sited, carried out and maintained by the permit holder in a manner 
that best protects hydrologic resources and water quality and quantity.  Pursuant to that policy, permit 
conditions assure that required reclamation is completed within one year after a project is completed. The 
Reclamation plan contains provisions that assure the protection of springs, streams, and fumaroles from erosion, 
sediment transport, and similar adverse effects. Plan provisions also assure that project sites are restored as 
closely as reasonably possible to natural conditions, as determined by the MCEDD, in consultation with the 
Visual Review Committee.  

 
Below is a summary of plant removal cost and timeframes listed in the Reclamation Plan: 
 MP-1 MP-2 M-1  Wells 
Reclamation start 
date 

2014 or 2015 2045 2045 2045 

Cost $356,224 $739,513 $564,949 $2,210,719 
     
 
Project conditions require reclamation activities to be completed within one year of plant removal.   
 
The reclamation plan has erosion control and retention basins for each plant site to protect on-site springs, 
streams, and fumaroles  from erosion, and requires that the site be monitored to assure that project sites are 
restored as closely as reasonably possible to natural conditions.  
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C. Appropriate conditions have been imposed to ensure and verify that the site during and after reclamation 

will not cause a public hazard, nor be detrimental to the public health, safety, or welfare.  
The Mammoth Pacific Reclamation Plan requires removal of the power plants and plant infrastructure and 
restoration of the site to natural conditions as various components of the plant are removed.   The project is 
required to comply with the adopted reclamation plan, which sets forth measures to avoid safety hazards and 
provide for public health, safety and welfare on the site during and after reclamation. 

 
D. An approved end use has been identified and the reclamation of the site shall be finally completed as soon 

as is feasible, considering the particular circumstances of the site to be reclaimed, and the plan provides for 
concurrent reclamation, where appropriate and feasible.  
The 90 acre site has an end land use of open space and will be restored to natural site conditions. The 
reclamation timeframes listed in the Reclamation Plan are: 
 MP-1 MP-2 M-1  Wells 
Reclamation start 
date 

2014 or 2015 2045 2045 2045 

The Plan allows for concurrent reclamation and timing based on when the various plants are decommissioned and 
various infrastructure is removed.   

 
E. The reclamation plan conforms to minimum verifiable performance standards established Chapter 35 and, 

in the case of surface mining operations, meets or exceeds the minimum, verifiable statewide reclamation 
standards adopted by the State Mining and Geology Board, and in the case of geothermal well 
abandonment, conforms to the requirements and guidelines of the California Division of Oil and Gas on 
non-federal lands, and the Bureau of Land Management on federal lands.  
The Reclamation Plan conforms to the standards as described in Chapter 35, Reclamation Plan, section 35.050 
Reclamation Standards.  The following summarizes standards and how the project complies with these applicable 
standards.  Not every standard from section 35.05 is listed as some of these standards apply only to projects 
subject to Surface Mining and Reclamation Act of 1975 (SMARA).   
 
1. Wildlife Habitat.  
Wildlife and wildlife habitat shall be protected in accordance with the following standards: 
• Rare, threatened or endangered species or species of special concern, and their respective habitat shall be 

conserved.   
No federal- or state-listed threatened or endangered species are known to occupy or frequent the Project 
area.  (Page 2 of Reclamation Plan)   

• Wildlife habitat shall be established on disturbed lands in a condition similar to or better than that which 
existed before the lands were disturbed.   
Wildlife habitat will be established on the reclaimed lands in a condition similar to the undisturbed lands 
surrounding the sites.  (Page 3 of Reclamation Plan) 

• Wetland habitat shall be avoided. 
No wetland habitat on site will be disturbed.  (Page 3 of Reclamation Plan) 

 
2. Backfilling, Regrading, Slope Stability, and Recontouring.  
Backfilling, regrading, slope stabilization, and recontouring shall conform to the following standards: 

 
• Where backfilling is required for resource conservation purposes (e.g., agriculture, fish and wildlife 

habitat, and wild land conservation), fill material shall be backfilled to the standards required for the 
resource conservation use involved. 
Project-affected areas of surface disturbance will be re-contoured as necessary to blend with the 
surrounding topography.  (Page 4 of Reclamation Plan) 

 
• Final reclaimed fill slopes, including permanent piles or dumps of mine waste rock and overburden, shall 

not exceed 2:1 (horizontal:vertical), except where site-specific geologic and engineering analyses 
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demonstrate that the proposed final slope will have a minimum slope stability factor of safety that is 
suitable for the approved  end use, and when the proposed final slope can be successfully revegetated. 
Final reclaimed fill slopes will not exceed 2:1 (horizontal:vertical), except where site-specific geologic 
and engineering analyses demonstrate that the proposed final slope will have a minimum slope stability 
factor of safety that is suitable for the approved end use and when the proposed final slope can be 
successfully re-vegetated. A site reclamation plan for MP-1 plan is provided on Plates 1a, 1b, and 1c, 
attached in Appendix A.  A site reclamation plan for the MP-2 plant site is provided on Plates 2a and 2b, 
attached in Appendix A.  A site reclamation plan for the M-1 plant site is provided on Plates 3a and 3b, 
attached in Appendix A.  (Page 4 of Reclamation Plan) 

 
• At closure, all fill slopes, including permanent piles or dumps of mine waste and overburden, shall 

conform to the surrounding topography and/or approved end use. 
The reclamation plan requires that project-affected areas of surface disturbance will be re-contoured as 
necessary to blend with the surrounding topography 

 
3. Revegetation. 
Revegetation shall be part of the approved plan, unless it is not consistent with the approved end use. 

 
• A vegetative cover suitable for the approved end use and capable of self-regeneration without continued 

dependence on irrigation, soil amendments or fertilizer shall be established on disturbed lands. The vegetative 
density, cover and species-richness of naturally occurring habitats shall be documented in baseline studies 
carried out prior to the initiation of resource development activities. 
At least 3 shrubs and 8 perennial native grasses and/or forbs per 4 square meters would be established on 
site. Perennial grasses would account for at least 10% of the relative cover. (Page 5 of Reclamation Plan) 

 
• Test plots conducted simultaneously with resource development activities shall be required to determine the 

most appropriate planting procedures to be followed to ensure successful implementation of the proposed 
revegetation plan. The County may waive the requirement to conduct test plots when the success of the 
proposed revegetation plan can be documented from experience with similar species and conditions or by 
relying on competent professional advice based on experience with the species to be planted. 
The reclamation of the MP-1 (Plate 1B) site will serve as the test plot for both the seed mix and success of 
vegetative cover stated above.   

 
• Where resource development activities result in compaction of the soil, ripping, disking, or other means shall 

be used in areas to be revegetated to eliminate compaction and to establish a suitable root zone in preparation 
for planting. 
Approved methods in use already include the design and construction of stable slopes, minor re-grading, 
ripping or sub-soiling to de-compact and loosen compacted soil, topsoiling, surface preparation through fine 
grading, reseeding and re-vegetation (or natural re-vegetation). (Page 4 of Reclamation Plan) 

 
• Prior to closure, all access roads, haul roads, and other traffic routes to be reclaimed shall be stripped of any 

remaining road base materials, prepared in accordance with section g below, covered with suitable growth 
media or topsoil, and revegetated. 
Plate B in Appendix A of the Reclamation Plan shows which roads and travel routes will be removed at final 
reclamation, which will include coverage with suitable growth media and revegetation.   

 
• Indigenous plant species shall be used for revegetation, except when introduced species are necessary to meet 

the end uses specified in the approved reclamation plan.  
The seed mix for revegetation is listed on page 4 of the Mammoth Pacific Reclamation Plan.  Preferably, 
seeds for this project would be collected within the immediate vicinity of the project area. If this is not 
possible due to poor seed availability, seed from the Eastern Slopes Subsection of the Sierra Nevada Section 
and Mono Section would be acceptable.   
 

• Planting shall be conducted during the most favorable period of the year for plant establishment. 
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The Reclamation Plan includes requirements to reseed applicable areas in the fall in order to take advantage 
of beneficial winter moisture.   

 
• Weeds as defined by the Soil Conservation Service, or the county Agricultural Commissioner, or the 

California Native Plant Society, shall be managed: 1) when they threaten the success of the proposed 
revegetation; and 2) to prevent spreading to nearby areas; and 3) to eliminate fire hazard. 
The Reclamation Plan includes weed management measures, including a standard that all non-native weed 
species that are already present in the area would account for no more than 5% total of the relative cover at 
the end of the 2 year evaluation period. 
 

• Success of revegetation shall be judged based upon the effectiveness of the vegetation for the approved end 
use, and by comparing the quantified measures of vegetative cover, density, and species-richness of the 
reclaimed lands to similar parameters of naturally occurring vegetation in the area. Either baseline data or data 
from nearby reference areas may be used as the standard for comparison. Quantitative standards for success 
and the location(s) of the reference area(s) shall be set forth in the approved reclamation plan. Comparisons 
shall be made until performance standards are met provided that, during the last two years, there has been no 
human intervention, including for example, irrigation, fertilization, or weeding. Standards for success shall be 
based on expected local recovery rates. Valid sampling techniques for measuring success shall be specified in 
the approved reclamation plan. Sample sizes must be sufficient to produce at least an 80% confidence level. 
At least 3 shrubs and 8 perennial native grasses and/or forbs per 4 square meters would be established on 
site. Perennial grasses would account for at least 10% of the relative cover.  Failure to meet the success 
standards would require additional planting and/or weed control, as appropriate, until standards are met. 
(Page 5 of Reclamation Plan) 
 

4. Drainage, Diversion Structures, Waterways, and Erosion Control. 
• Reclamation activities shall be conducted to protect on-site and downstream beneficial uses of water. 

Surface runoff and drainage will be controlled by silt fencing or a straw wattle until the interim gravel 
surface for MP-1 has been placed on the pad and/or the new vegetation has been developed to a point of 
controlling erosion for all sites during final reclamation. There are no perennial streams or other surface 
waters located within the Project area that will be impacted by operations or reclamation. A “blue line” 
stream is identified adjacent to the sites along the northerly boundary on the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) 
topographic map (“Old Mammoth” quadrangle, 1:24000 series). The blueline stream is an 
ephemeral/intermittent identified as a stream “riparian conservation area” (RCA) by the USFS under the 
SNFPA ROD (USDA, Forest Service 2004). Project activities and reclamation avoid impacts to this 
intermittent stream. 

   
• The quality of water, recharge potential, and storage capacity of groundwater aquifers shall not be diminished, 

except as allowed in the approved reclamation plan. 
Retention basins have been designed for each site, based on the Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control 
Board's Water Quality Plan for the Mammoth Creek Basin to contain the runoff volume generated from a 20 
year intensity storm with a one hour duration, which is assumed to be 1 inch (0.83 feet) * Area (square feet) * 
C (infiltration coefficient).  Retention basin sizing calculations are included in Appendix B. 

 
• Erosion and sedimentation shall be controlled during all phases of construction, operation, reclamation, and 

closure of an operation to minimize siltation of lakes and watercourses, as required by the Regional Water 
Quality Control Board, the State Water Resources Control Board, and the Mono County Grading Ordinance. 
See above reference to Appendix B and the project is required to comply with the Mono County Grading 
Ordinance and an approved grading plan.   
 

• Surface runoff and drainage shall be controlled by berms, silt fences, sediment ponds, revegetation, hay bales, 
or other erosion control measures, to ensure that surrounding land and water resources are protected from 
erosion, gullying, sedimentation, and contamination. Erosion control methods shall be designed to handle 
runoff from not less than the 20-year/1-hour intensity storm event. 
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See above reference to Appendix B and the project is required to comply with the Mono County Grading 
Ordinance and an approved grading plan.   

 
5. Prime Agricultural Land Reclamation and Other Agricultural Land 

The project site does not contain prime or other agricultural lands.   
 

6. Building, Structure and Equipment Removal. 
• All equipment, supplies, and other materials shall be stored in designated areas (as shown in the approved 

reclamation plan). All waste shall be disposed of in accordance with state and local health and safety 
ordinances. 
Once the MP-1 plant is decommissioned and removed, the MP-1 site will be used for interim storage for 
ongoing operations at the site .  See Plate 1B.  Plates 1a, 2a, and 3a in the reclamation plan show the existing 
sites and identify the various facilities to be removed.   

 
• All buildings, structures, and equipment shall be dismantled and removed prior to final site closure except 

those buildings, structures, and equipment approved in the reclamation plan as necessary for the end use. 
Plates 1a, 2a, and 3a in the reclamation plan show the existing sites and identify the various facilities to be 
removed.   

 
7. Stream Protection, Including Surface and Groundwater. 
• Surface and groundwater shall be protected from siltation and pollutants that may diminish water quality as 

required by the Federal Clean Water Act, sections 301 et seq. (33 U.S.C. section 1311), 404 et seq. (33 U.S.C. 
section 1344), the Porter-Cologne Act, section 13000 et seq., the county Grading Ordinance, the Regional 
Water Quality Control Board or the State Water Resources Control Board. 
Stable topographic surface and drainage conditions will be established to control erosion, prevent 
sedimentation, blend with the surrounding landscape, and to protect on-site and downstream sites. Plates 
1B,2B, and 3B show interim reclamation site storm water pollution prevention plans.  The project is also 
subject to requirements of a Mono County grading permit.   

 
8. Topsoil Salvage, Maintenance and Redistribution. 
When the approved reclamation plan calls for revegetation or cultivation of disturbed lands, the following 
performance standards shall apply to topsoil salvage, maintenance, and redistribution activities: 

 
• All salvageable topsoil suitable for revegetation shall be removed as a separate layer from areas to be 

disturbed. Topsoil and vegetation removal shall not precede development activities by more than one year, 
unless a longer time period is approved by the County. 
Topsoil was not stockpiled when MP-1 and MP-2 sites were graded.  Therefore, the resulting surficial soils 
after grading will be analyzed to determine the presence or absence of elements essential for plant growth 
and to determine those soluble elements that may be toxic to plants, if the soil has been chemically altered or 
if the growth media consists of other than the native topsoil.  Topsoil and suitable amended surficial soils will 
be planted with a vegetative cover or will be protected by other equally effective measures to prevent water 
and wind erosion and to discourage weeds. Topsoil will stockpiled for the M-1 site reclamation will be spread 
over the site in a minimum thickness of 3 inches.  One of the exhibits for the M-1 site will be amended to show 
the topsoil storage area.  (Page 7 of the Reclamation Plan) 

 
• Topsoil resources shall be mapped prior to stripping and the location of topsoil stockpiles shall be shown on a 

map in the reclamation plan. If the amount of topsoil needed to cover all surfaces to be revegetated is not 
available on-site, other suitable material capable of sustaining vegetation (such as subsoil) shall be removed 
as a separate layer for use as a suitable growth media. Topsoil and suitable growth media shall be maintained 
in separate stockpiles. Test plots may be required to determine the suitability of growth media for revegetation 
purposes. 
See discussion directly above.   
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• Soil salvage operations and phases of reclamation shall be carried out in accordance with the schedule that: 1) 
is set forth in the approved Reclamation Plan; 2) minimizes the area disturbed; and 3) is designed to achieve 
maximum revegetation success allowable under the plan. 
Soil salvage is limited for the MP-1 and MP-2 sites as stated above.  The topsoil stockpile area for the M-1 
site will be shown on a map to be included in the reclamation plan.  The reclamation timeframes listed in the 
Reclamation Plan for the various plants are: 

 MP-1 MP-2 M-1  Wells 
Reclamation start 
date 

2014 or 2015 2045 2045 2045 

 
• Topsoil and suitable growth media shall be used to phase reclamation as soon as can be accommodated by the 

operations schedule presented in the approved reclamation plan. Topsoil and suitable growth media that 
cannot be utilized immediately for reclamation shall be stockpiled in an area where it will not be disturbed 
until needed for reclamation. 
Topsoil will stockpiled for the M-1 site reclamation.  One of the exhibits for the M-1 site will be amended to 
show the topsoil storage area.   
 

• Topsoil and suitable growth media shall be redistributed in a manner that results in a stable, uniform thickness 
consistent with the approved end use, site configuration, and drainage patterns. 
Topsoil will stockpiled for the M-1 site reclamation will be spread over the site in a minimum thickness of 3 
inches.  One of the exhibits for the M-1 site will be amended to show the topsoil storage area.   

 
9. Tailing and Waste Management 
There are not Tailings and/or Waste Management standards that are required for this project.   

 
10. Closure of Surface Openings 
• All geothermal wells shall be completed or abandoned in accordance with the California Division of Oil and 

Gas 
The Reclamation Plan requires that all geothermal wells scheduled for reclamation be abandoned in 
accordance with the requirements of the California Division of Oil and Gas. 

 
F. The estimated cost of the reclamation reasonably approximates the probable cost of performing the 

reclamation work as proposed in the plan and adequate surety (consistent with applicable provisions of 
SMARA for surface mining operations) will be posted to ensure completion of the required reclamation. 
The Reclamation Plan contains cost estimates for all three plants located on the project site.  A summary of 
timing and reclamation costs are: 
 MP-1 MP-2 M-1  Wells 
Reclamation start 
date 

2014 or 2015 2045 2045 2045 

Cost $356,224 $739,513 $564,949 $2,210,719 
See Appendix C Cost Estimates for additional details.  The Reclamation Plan requires that adequate surety be 
provided. 

 
G. The person or entity responsible for reclamation plan compliance has a public liability insurance policy in 

force for the duration of the reclamation which provides for personal injury and property protection in an 
amount adequate to compensate all persons injured or for property damaged as a result of the proposed 
reclamation activities.  
The reclamation plan requires that Ormat provide to Mono County Risk Management or Mono County Economic 
Development Department the required public liability insurance policy for review and approval.   
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Exhibit E 
Clarifying General Plan Amendment 12-003(b) 

Findings and Rationale 
 

A. The proposed change to the text of the Land Development Regulations of the General Plan 
is consistent with the General Plan and any applicable area plan. 

 
The proposed change to section 15.070 of the Land Development Regulations is merely clarifying of 
existing regulations and General Plan provisions.  Chapter 33 currently provides that a variance may be 
granted from a Land Development Regulation if specified findings are made.  The proposed changes 
would cross-reference that ability within section 15.070 (itself a Land Development Regulation), which 
imposes a 500-foot setback from a surface watercourse for geothermal development within the Hot Creek 
Buffer Zone.  
 
 Setback requirements are traditional development standards (i.e., zoning standards) incorporated into the 
General Plan pursuant to a 1998 opinion of the California Attorney General issued at the request of Mono 
County.  (81 Ops.Cal.Atty.Gen 57.)  As with traditional zoning, the General Plan contemplates the need 
to vary from such development standards and has incorporated a process, consistent with state law, to 
make adjustments for project-specific circumstances through the variance process.  GPA 12-003(b) 
clarifies the County’s current and past practice in implementing its General Plan. 
 
The Energy Resources section of the Conservation and Open Space Element (Goal 1, Objective D, Policy 
1, Action 1.13)  lists the 500-foot setback imposed by section 15.070 as an “action” to further the General 
Plan policy of protecting hydrologic resources.  That reference is not intended to prohibit the granting of 
an otherwise authorized variance from section 15.070 setbacks, nor does it “re-impose” the setback 
requirement.  The proposed clarifying language to be added to section 15.070 is not in conflict with the 
Conservation and Open Space Element either as written, or as proposed to be clarified 
contemporaneously with the clarification to section 15.070. 
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EXHIBIT F 
 

 
Draft Proposed General Plan Amendment 

The proposed General Plan clarifying revision would read as follows (new language shown in underline): 
 
Land Use Element 
Land Development Regulations 
15.070 Development Standards. 
 
The following minimum development standards shall apply to all projects in the Resource Extraction 
Designation unless a variance is granted in accordance with Chapter 33

 

 or amended through the “Specific 
Plan” process. Other standards or conditions identified during the use permit process may also apply. 

A. Lot Size and District Area. 
 

The minimum lot size and district area shall be 40 acres or a quarter, quarter section, with the 
exception of patent and/or historical mining claims and "vested operations" which shall be considered 
on a case by case basis. Minimum lot size and district area may be reduced in 
conformance to the "Development Plan" or "Specific Plan" process. 
 
B. Setbacks. 
 
 1. No processing equipment or facilities shall be located and no resource development 
 shall occur within the following minimum horizontal setbacks: 

a. One hundred (100) feet from any interior public street or highway unless the 

Public Works Director determines that a lesser distance would be acceptable. 

b. One hundred (100) feet from any exterior property line. 

c. Five hundred (500) feet from any adjacent private dwelling, institution, school, 
or other building or location used for public assemblage. 

d. No geothermal development located within the Hot Creek Buffer Zone shall 
occur within 500 feet on either side of a surface watercourse (as indicated by a 
solid or broken blue line on U.S. Geological Survey 7.5- or 15-minute series 
topographic maps). 
 

Conservation and Open Space Element 
Energy Resources, Objective D, Policy 1 
 

Action 1.13: No geothermal development located within the Hot Creek Buffer Zone shall occur The 
County has adopted land development regulations for geothermal development within 500 feet on 
either side of a surface watercourse (as indicated by a solid or broken blue line on U.S. Geological 
Survey 7.5- or 15-minute series topographic maps) within the Hot Creek Buffer Zone (See Mono 
County Land Development Regulations, Chapter 15, section 15.070(B)(1)(d) ,) which are subject to 
variance only in accordance with Chapter 33 of the Mono County General Plan.1

 
 

                                                           
1 Redline indicates Planning Commission’s recommended wording. 

Deleted: Adoption 

Deleted: of 

Deleted: .
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MAMMOTH PACIFIC I REPLACEMENT PROJECT 
MITIGATION IMPLEMENTATION AND MONITORING PROGRAM AND FORM 

State Clearinghouse #2011022020 
 
 

Project Approval Date:  Project File Number:  

The following measures have been adopted by Mono County (MC). As such, these measures represent formal conditions of approval of the Use 
Permit for the Mammoth Pacific I (MP-I) Replacement Project. Some of the measures were proposed as part of the Project by Mammoth Pacific 
L.P. (Applicant) and some of the measures were recommended environmental protection and mitigation measures in the Revised Draft EIR 
prepared for the Project. Unless explicitly stated otherwise, the Applicant and the MP-I Plant Operator shall be responsible for implementing these 
measures. The County and other identified responsible agencies shall be responsible for monitoring and reporting progress on these measures until 
all measures are fulfilled in accordance with their original purpose and intent as determined by the Mono County Planning Commission. This 
monitoring form shall be available for public review and inspection, and the final project clearance shall require that all verifications included in 
this form have been satisfactorily completed. 

Number Mono County Conditions of Approval Schedule of 
Compliance 

Monitoring 
Entity* 

Verification 
Date 

General Conditions 

1 
Applicant shall conform to the Project Description described in the Revised 
Draft EIR prepared for the Project. Any proposed revisions to the Project 
Description must be approved by Mono County. 

Design, 
Construction 

and 
Operations 

MC Department 
of Public 
Works, 

MCEDD and 
MCCDD 
Planning 
Division 

Confirm and 
Document 

During Design 
Approval and 

Monitor 
Throughout the 
Project Lifetime 

2 

The startup operating transition period during which both the proposed M-1 
plant power generation facilities and the existing MP-I plant power 
generation facilities may operate at the same time shall be a maximum of 
two years from the date that the proposed M-1 plant begins startup 
operations of any kind. 

Construction 
and Startup 
Operating 
Transition 

Period 

MCEDD and 
MCCDD 
Planning 
Division 

Confirm and 
Document 

During Startup 
Operating 
Transition 

Period 
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Number Mono County Conditions of Approval Schedule of 
Compliance 

Monitoring 
Entity* 

Verification 
Date 

3 
The rate of geothermal fluid production supplying the Casa Diablo 
geothermal complex shall not exceed the existing geothermal fluid flow 
capacity utilized in the complex.   

Construction 
and Startup 
Operating 
Transition 

Period 

CDOGGR, 
MCEDD and 

MCCDD 
Planning 
Division 

Confirm and 
Document 

During Startup 
Operating 
Transition 

Period 
Aesthetics: 

4 Aesthetics Design Feature 1
Design, 

Construction 
and 

Operations 

: Power plant lighting shall be projected 
downward to mitigate nighttime visibility of the facilities. MCCDD 

Confirm and 
Document 

During Design 
Approval 

5 
Aesthetics Design Feature 2

Design 
: An Outdoor Lighting Plan shall be prepared 

and implemented for the M–1 plant site in conformance with the Mono 
County Dark Sky Regulations. 

MCCDD 

Confirm and 
Document 

During Design 
Approval 

6 
Aesthetics Design Feature 3 Prior to the 

End of 
Construction 

: The M–1 facility structures shall be painted in 
an earth–tone greenish color similar to the existing plants to help blend into 
the background. 

MCEDD and 
MCCDD 
Planning 
Division 

Confirm and 
Document Prior 

to Operations 

7 
Aesthetics Design Feature 4 Design and 

Construction 

: The large pine tree in the southwest corner of 
the M-1 plant shall be saved to provide some visual screening of the plant 
site. 

MCEDD and 
MCCDD 
Planning 
Division 

Confirm and 
Document 

During Design 
Approval and 

Monitor During 
Site 

Construction 

8 
Aesthetics Design Feature 5

Operations 
: Items to be stored within the equipment 

storage area constructed on the decommissioned MP-I plant site shall be 
restricted to a maximum height of 15 feet. 

MCEDD and 
MCCDD 
Planning 
Division 

Monitor 
Throughout the 
Project Lifetime 

37



Number Mono County Conditions of Approval Schedule of 
Compliance 

Monitoring 
Entity* 

Verification 
Date 

9 

Aesthetics Design Feature 6 Prior to the 
End of 

Construction 

: The selected interconnection transmission line 
option(s) from the M-1 plant site to the existing utility distribution line shall 
be constructed near ground level to minimize the visibility of the 
interconnection transmission line. 

MCEDD and 
MCCDD 
Planning 
Division 

Confirm and 
Document Prior 

to Plant 
Operations 

10 

Aesthetics Protection Measure 1

Prior to the 
End of 

Construction 

: A Landscape Plan shall be prepared to 
provide visual screening of views of the proposed storage yard to be created 
in the footprint of the existing MP-I plant site, particularly along the 
southwestern and southeastern edges of the facility. The Landscape Plan 
shall be designed to achieve applicable standards set forth in Section 08.010 
through 08.060 (Scenic Combining District and State Scenic Highway) of 
the Mono County General Plan Land Use Element and shall be approved by 
the County prior to the required decommissioning of the MP-I plant site. 
Visual screening alternatives could include installing metal slats in the 
chain link fence; installing and maintaining native vegetation consisting of 
such species as Jeffery pine, bitterbrush, and sagebrush; or other measures 
consistent with achieving the applicable County standards. 

MCEDD and 
MCCDD 
Planning 
Division 

Confirm and 
Document Prior 

to Plant 
Operations 

Air Quality: 

11 
Air Quality Design Feature 1 Prior to 

Construction 

: An Authority to Construct permit for the new 
power plant shall be obtained from the Great Basin Unified Air Pollution 
Control District (GBUAPCD). 

GBUAPCD, 
MCEDD and 

MCCDD 
Planning 
Division 

Confirm and 
Document Prior 

to Site 
Construction 

12 
Air Quality Design Feature 2 Prior to 

Construction 

: Permits to Operate the diesel-fueled 
emergency generator and firewater pump generator shall be obtained from 
the GBUAPCD. 

GBUAPCD, 
MCEDD and 

MCCDD 
Planning 
Division 

Confirm and 
Document Prior 

to Generator 
Operations 

13 
Air Quality Design Feature 3 Design and : A vapor recovery unit (VRU) shall be used 
to capture motive fluid that could otherwise be released during plant 
maintenance. Operations 

GBUAPCD and 
MC Department 
of Public Works 

Confirm and 
Document 

During Design 
Approval 
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Number Mono County Conditions of Approval Schedule of 
Compliance 

Monitoring 
Entity* 

Verification 
Date 

14 

Air Quality Design Feature 4

• Restrict surface disturbance to the area within the proposed site grading 
plan; 

: The Applicant shall implement the following 
measures to reduce fugitive dust emissions from the Project: 

• Routinely water disturbed surfaces and building materials; 
• Limit maximum construction vehicle speeds to 15 miles per hour 

(mph); 
• Restrict construction activities during periods of high wind (i.e., greater 

than 25 mph); 
• Water or cover all materials transported onto or off of the construction 

site; 
• Pave the plant maintenance road; and 
• Cover all unpaved plant site surfaces with gravel after final grading. 

Construction 

GBUAPCD, 
MCEDD and 

MCCDD 
Planning 
Division 

Confirm and 
Document Prior 

to Site 
Construction 
and Monitor 
During Site 

Construction 

Biological Resources: 

15 
Bio Design Feature 1 Design and 

Construction 

: The M-1 plant site shall drain to a subsurface 
retention basin. Overflow from this basin shall drain via sheet flow to the 
surface for percolation. 

MC Public 
Works 

Department 

Confirm and 
Document 

During Design 
Approval 

16 
Bio Design Feature 2 Prior to MP-I : Short-term and long-term erosion control and 
stormwater construction best management practices (BMP) shall be 
integrated into the interim site reclamation plan for the MP-I plant site. 

Decommissio
ning 

MC Public 
Works 

Department 

Confirm and 
Document 

During Design 
Approval 

17 

Bio Design Feature 3
Design and 

Construction 

: M-1 plant site construction BMP shall be 
implemented, including: placement of straw wattles and/or silt fencing 
along the perimeter of the site, and around topsoil stockpiles; and 
placement of silt fences in drainage swales at the exit point of the site. 

MC Public 
Works 

Department 

Confirm and 
Document 

During Design 
Approval 
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Number Mono County Conditions of Approval Schedule of 
Compliance 

Monitoring 
Entity* 

Verification 
Date 

18 

Bio Design Feature 4

Operations 

: M-1 plant site post-construction BMP shall also be 
implemented, including: the use of erosion control blankets and 
hydroseeding of slopes created by grading outside of the plant site; the 
placement of ¾” rock placed in all areas of the plant site that are not 
covered by pavement or structural concrete; and rock filled trench drains 
and retention facilities shall provide desiltation of storm water runoff. 

MC Department 
of Public 
Works, 

MCEDD and 
MCCDD 
Planning 
Division 

Confirm and 
Document 

During Design 
Approval and 

Monitor 
Throughout the 
Project Lifetime 

19 
Bio Design Feature 5

Construction 
: The on–site construction vehicle maximum speed 

limit shall be limited to 15 miles per hour (mph) to, in part, reduce the 
potential for vehicle impacts with wildlife during construction activities. 

GBUAPCD, 
MCEDD and 

MCCDD 
Planning 
Division 

Monitor During 
Site 

Construction 

20 

Bio Design Feature 6

Construction 

: All noise creating construction activities shall be 
limited to daylight hours; noise levels during construction activities shall be 
kept to a minimum by equipping all on–site equipment with noise 
attenuation devices; and the M-1 plant site facilities shall operate at lower 
noise levels than those of the existing MP-I plant to, in part, reduce the 
impacts from noise on wildlife. 

MCEDD and 
MCCDD 
Planning 
Division 

Monitor During 
Site 

Construction 

21 

Bio Design Feature 7

Prior to and 
During 

Operations 

: The M-1 plant site shall be designed and constructed 
to prevent spills from leaving the site and to prevent runoff from any source 
being channeled or directed in an unnatural way so as to cause erosion, 
siltation, or other detriments; a system of pressure and flow sensing devices 
and regular inspection of all lines, capable of detecting leaks and spills, 
shall be instituted and maintained for the M-1 plant site facilities; the 
proposed M-1 plant site shall be integrated into the existing Geothermal 
Brine Spill Prevention and Response Plan prepared for the Casa Diablo 
geothermal complex; and a Spill Prevention, Control and Countermeasure 
Plan (SPPC Plan) shall be prepared for the plant site and integrated into the 
existing program for hazardous material management and emergency 
response at the Casa Diablo geothermal complex to, in part, reduce the 
potential for adverse offsite effects on biological resources from spills of 
geothermal fluid, petroleum hydrocarbons, or hazardous substances from 
the M-1 plant site. 

MC Department 
of Public 
Works, 

Environmental 
Health, 

MCEDD and 
MCCDD 
Planning 
Division 

Confirm and 
Document 

During Design 
Approval and 

Monitor 
Throughout the 
Project Lifetime 
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Number Mono County Conditions of Approval Schedule of 
Compliance 

Monitoring 
Entity* 

Verification 
Date 

22 
Bio Design Feature 8

Construction 
: Removal of existing pine trees located off of the M-1 

plant site shall be avoided in the placement of the interconnection injection 
pipeline to minimize impacts on offsite vegetation and wildlife habitat. 

MCEDD and 
MCCDD 
Planning 
Division 

Monitor During 
Site 

Construction 

23 

Bio Mitigation Measure 1

Operations 

: The MP-I Project shall be subject to the 
applicable hydrologic and biologic monitoring and remedial action program 
requirements set forth in the Mono County General Plan (Mono County 
General Plan, Conservation/Open Space Element, Energy Resources, 
Goal 1, Objectives C and D), including compliance with conditions 
addressing hydrologic monitoring and remediation contained in the existing 
Conditional Use Permit for the MP-II Geothermal Power Plant. 

MCEDD, 
MCCDD 
Planning 
Division 

and 
the LVHAC 

Monitor 
Throughout the 
Project Lifetime 

24 

Bio Protection Measure 2

Construction 

: All above ground pipelines and transmission 
lines shall be installed using low pressure tracked equipment to minimize 
impacts on vegetation. Understory vegetation and organic horizon may be 
trampled during pipeline and transmission line installation but not removed. 
All Jeffrey pine trees in the installation routes outside of the footprint of the 
M-1 replacement plant site shall be preserved. All interconnection 
transmission line and pipeline installation routes outside of the footprint of 
the M-1 replacement plant site shall be revegetated during the October 
following the respective pipeline or transmission line installations by 
seeding with a [seed mix – scrub] approved by the County which 
emphasizes bitterbrush. 

MCEDD and 
MCCDD 
Planning 
Division 

Monitor During 
Site 

Construction 
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Number Mono County Conditions of Approval Schedule of 
Compliance 

Monitoring 
Entity* 

Verification 
Date 

25 

Bio Protection Measure 3

Post-
Construction 

: A post M-1 plant site construction Revegetation 
Plan shall be prepared and submitted to the County. The Revegetation Plan 
shall specify that topsoil at the M-1 pad site, defined as organic litter and 
mineral soil to a depth of 10 inches, shall be stockpiled at the SCE 
easement edge. This topsoil shall be spread to enhance the revegetation 
areas. The revegetation shall include all pad edges, fill slopes, and areas 
disturbed by equipment, except the very small areas mapped as thermally 
disturbed (i.e., the pre-project condition is already devegetated). 
Revegetation areas shall be seeded and the seed immediately raked in 
during the first October following construction, using [seed mix – scrub]. 
After seed is broadcast, the revegetation area shall be mulched using shrubs 
and forest materials retained from the M-1 pad construction area. Once 
seeding and mulching have been completed, the revegetation areas shall be 
kept off-limits to vehicles except in emergency. Revegetation goals are: (1) 
eight native perennial grasses and four native shrubs per 4-square-meter 
quadrat (average of five quadrats per revegetation area), in all areas except 
those mapped as thermally disturbed; and (2) no populations of new non-
native species (i.e., species that were present at Casa Diablo pre-project are 
allowed). If after 3 years goal (1) is not met, then new seeding and 
mulching is required. If at any time a new non-native population occurs, 
then eradication is required. 

MCEDD and 
MCCDD 
Planning 
Division 

Confirm and 
Document Prior 

to Plant 
Operations and 
Monitor Until 
Revegetation 

Goals are 
Successful 

26 

Bio Protection Measure 4
Design, 

Construction 
and 

Operations 

: Patches totaling about 7.2 acres of high quality 
Wright Buckwheat Dwarf Scrub habitat have been mapped on the private 
land northeast of the M-1 plant site. The Applicant shall protect this habitat 
from further development and mechanical disturbance and designate the 
mapped area for long-term preservation in the Reclamation Plan prepared 
for the County for the Casa Diablo geothermal development. 

MCEDD and 
MCCDD 
Planning 
Division 

Require 
Revision of the 

Reclamation 
Plan and 
Monitor 

Throughout the 
Project Lifetime 

42



Number Mono County Conditions of Approval Schedule of 
Compliance 

Monitoring 
Entity* 

Verification 
Date 

27 

Bio Protection Measure 5: During the seasonal bird nesting period from 
February 15th through September 15th

Pre-
Construction 

, a nesting bird survey shall be 
undertaken by a qualified biologist within the 7-day period prior to 
commencing (or recommencing if activities stop longer than 7 days) 
construction activities on the M-1 plant site. If nesting birds are observed 
on or within 100 feet of the proposed M-1 plant site, then the CDFG shall 
be notified and surface disturbance within 100 feet of the nesting birds shall 
be postponed until a qualified biologist advises that fledging has occurred. 

MCEDD, 
MCCDD 
Planning 
Division 

and 
CDFG 

Confirm and 
Document Prior 

to Site 
Construction 

28 

Bio Protection Measure 6

Pre-
Construction 

: A nesting bird survey shall be undertaken by a 
qualified biologist within the 7-day period prior to beginning 
decommissioning of the existing MP-I power generation superstructure. If 
nesting birds are observed on the existing MP-I power generation 
superstructure, then the CDFG shall be notified and decommissioning 
activities shall be postponed until a qualified biologist advises that fledging 
has occurred. 

MCEDD, 
MCCDD 
Planning 
Division 

and 
CDFG 

Confirm and 
Document Prior 

to Site 
Construction 

29 

Bio Protection Measure 7: The Project shall not erect any linear barriers to 
movement of deer or other wildlife in the area between the existing MP-I 
plant site and the replacement M-1 plant site. During M-1 plant site 
construction, no temporary fencing or pipeline racks shall be erected in this 
same area during the normal periods of mule deer migration, from April 1st 
to May 30th or from September 15th through November 15th

Design and 
Construction 

. 

MCEDD, 
MCCDD 
Planning 
Division 

and 
CDFG 

Confirm and 
Document 
During Site 

Construction 

30 

Bio Protection Measure 8

Design and 
Construction 

: A new deer crossing shall be constructed over 
the existing pipeline rack between the existing MP-I plant site and the 
replacement M-1 plant site to enhance mule deer and other wildlife 
movement through the Project area. The crossing shall be approximately 
30 feet wide and shall be located near the 90 degree turn in the pipeline 
from east-west to north-south (at about 37.64590◦N, -118.91358◦W). The 
crossing shall be earthen filled over the pipeline rack. The new fill slopes, 
the earthen top, and the adjacent disturbed area shall be revegetated using 
[seed mix – scrub] and Jeffrey pines on 20-foot centers. The finished 
crossing shall resemble the existing crossing at the SCE easement located 
approximately 320 feet east of the 90 degree turn. 

MCEDD, 
MCCDD 
Planning 
Division 

and 
CDFG 

Confirm and 
Document 

During Design 
Approval and 

Post-
Construction 

43



Number Mono County Conditions of Approval Schedule of 
Compliance 

Monitoring 
Entity* 

Verification 
Date 

31 

Bio Protection Measure 9

Design, 
Construction 

and 
Operations 

: The mule deer movement corridor identified on 
the northeastern side of the existing Casa Diablo geothermal complex shall 
be maintained free from further development and mechanical disturbance to 
provide continuing wildlife movement through the Casa Diablo area. This 
area generally coincides with the patches of Wright Buckwheat Dwarf 
Scrub community referenced in Bio Protection Measure 4, and the adjacent 
three acres of Singleleaf Pinyon Woodland, and one acre of Jeffrey Pine 
Forest. The Applicant shall protect this movement corridor from further 
development and mechanical disturbance and designate the mapped area 
for long-term preservation in the Reclamation Plan prepared for the County 
for the Casa Diablo geothermal development. 

MCEDD and 
MCCDD 
Planning 
Division 

 

Require 
Revision of the 

Reclamation 
Plan and 
Monitor 

Throughout the 
Project Lifetime 

32 

Bio Protection Measure 10

Operations 

: All operational waste facilities shall be located 
within exclusion fences of at least six feet in height to avoid attracting 
potential predators (i.e., including bears, coyotes, and ravens) to the area. 
Gates shall be kept closed if a waste facility is present. All waste 
receptacles shall be fitted with bear-proof lids. The lids shall be kept closed, 
and waste receptacle lid-closure shall be added to the standard plant 
operating protocol. Visiting contractors shall be made aware of the 
importance of proper waste disposal within the Project area. 

MCEDD and 
MCCDD 
Planning 
Division 

Monitor 
Throughout the 
Project Lifetime 

33 

Bio Protection Measure 11

Design and 
Construction 

: Construction lighting shall be shielded away 
from the area located between the existing MP-I plant site and the 
replacement M-1 plant site. Operational lighting located along the northern, 
western, and southern boundaries of the replacement M-1 plant site; and the 
eastern and southern boundaries of the new MP-I storage yard, shall be 
shielded and directed downward or inward away from deer movement 
corridors. 

MC Department 
of Public Works 

Confirm and 
Document 

During Design 
Approval 

34 

Bio Protection Measure 12

Operations 

: The operational vehicle speed limit in the 
Project area shall be posted and restricted to a maximum 15 miles per hour 
to minimize the potential for vehicle impacts on wildlife. Distractions such 
as using electronic devices, cell phones, etc. shall be prohibited in moving 
vehicles in the Casa Diablo area. Visiting contractors shall be made aware 
of the wildlife collision avoidance rules. 

MCEDD and 
MCCDD 
Planning 
Division 

Monitor 
Throughout the 
Project Lifetime 

44



Number Mono County Conditions of Approval Schedule of 
Compliance 

Monitoring 
Entity* 

Verification 
Date 

35 

Bio Protection Measure 13

Operations 

: To avoid harassment of wildlife or take of 
special status wildlife species, all dogs brought into the Project area shall be 
kept on leash unless they are brought into the fenced MP-I plant site or 
fenced M-1 replacement plant site areas and the gates are closed. 
Contractors shall be informed of the requirement that dogs be leashed and 
gates closed. 

MCEDD and 
MCCDD 
Planning 
Division 

Monitor 
Throughout the 
Project Lifetime 

36 

Bio Protection Measure 14

Design and 
Construction 

: All constructed basins in the Project area shall 
have finished slopes of 1:3 or less for at least 10 percent of the basin 
perimeter, with no less than one such slope every 100 feet of perimeter to 
facilitate wildlife escape from the basins. This may be accomplished by 
constructing ramp-like slopes or by piling dirt inside the basins at the 
required slope and interval. 

MC Department 
of Public Works 

Confirm and 
Document 

During Design 
Approval 

37 

Bio Protection Measure 15

Pre-
Construction 

: A biological survey for amphibians shall be 
conducted of the existing pond on the MP-I plant within the 7-day period 
prior to demolition of the pond. The CDFG shall be notified if any 
amphibian populations are discovered during the survey. The CDFG shall 
be allowed to determine whether relocation or extermination of the 
amphibian species is indicated. 

MCEDD, 
MCCDD 
Planning 
Division 

and 
CDFG 

Confirm and 
Document Prior 

to Pond 
Demolition 

38 

Bio Protection Measure 16

Design, 
Construction 

and 
Operations 

: All perchable pole tops greater than 20 feet in 
height located near the southern boundary of the M-1 plant site abutting 
undisturbed native scrub habitat, shall be fitted with passive raptor and 
raven perching deterrents (e.g., Nixalite® bird spikes or equivalent). Any 
accumulations of raptor or raven droppings on M-1 plant site structures 
would trigger expanding the passive raptor and raven perching deterrents to 
the affected structure(s). No new potential perches of 20-foot in height or 
greater shall be authorized in the new MP-I storage yard following 
decommissioning activities. 

MCEDD and 
MCCDD 
Planning 
Division 

Confirm and 
Document Prior 

to Operations 
and Monitor 

Throughout the 
Project Lifetime 

Cultural Resources 

39 

Cultural Design Feature 1

Construction 

: The Applicant shall implement all 
environmental protection measures to reduce the adverse effects of the 
Project on cultural resources that were recommended in the baseline 
cultural resources survey reports prepared for the Project area. 

MCEDD and 
MCCDD 
Planning 
Division 

Confirm and 
Document 
During Site 

Grading 

45



Number Mono County Conditions of Approval Schedule of 
Compliance 

Monitoring 
Entity* 

Verification 
Date 

40 

Cultural Protection Measure 1

Construction 

: In the unlikely event that human remains 
are encountered during the construction phase of the project, excavation 
activities shall be stopped and the County Coroner must be contacted. If the 
County Coroner determines that the remains are those of Native Americans, 
the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) must be contacted 
within 24 hours and a Most Likely Descendant will be assigned to consult 
with the County to develop an agreement for the treatment and disposition 
of the remains. 

MCEDD, 
MCCDD 
Planning 
Division 

and 
NAHC 

Confirm and 
Document 
During Site 

Grading 

Geology and Soils 

41 
Geo Design Feature 1 Design and 

Construction 

: Applicant shall implement those measures 
recommended in the report of the geotechnical investigation of the site to 
mitigate impacts due to geotechnical, soils and geologic constraints. 

MC Public 
Works 

Department 

Confirm and 
Document 

During Design 
Approval 

42 
Geo Design Feature 2 Design and 

Construction 

: All buildings and structures shall be constructed to 
meet applicable earthquake safety codes and the 2010 Uniform Building 
Code adopted by Mono County. 

MCCDD 

Confirm and 
Document 

During Design 
Approval 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

43 

HazMat Design Feature 1

Design and 
Construction 

: The power plant site shall be designed and 
constructed to prevent spills from leaving the site and endangering adjacent 
properties and waterways, and to prevent runoff from any source being 
channeled or directed in an unnatural way so as to cause erosion, siltation, 
or other detriments. 

MC Public 
Works 

Department, 
Environmental 

Health 

Confirm and 
Document Prior 

to Operations 

44 
HazMat Design Feature 2 Design, 

Construction 
and 

Operations 

: A system of pressure and flow sensing devices 
and regular inspection of all lines, capable of detecting leaks and spills, 
shall be instituted and maintained. 

MCEDD and 
MCCDD 
Planning 
Division 

Confirm and 
Document Prior 

to Operations 
and Monitor 

Throughout the 
Project Lifetime 

46



Number Mono County Conditions of Approval Schedule of 
Compliance 

Monitoring 
Entity* 

Verification 
Date 

45 

HazMat Design Feature 3

Design, 
Construction 

and 
Operations 

: The existing program for hazardous material 
management and emergency response at the Casa Diablo geothermal 
complex shall be expanded to include the M–1 plant site and operations, 
including: (a) the existing Spill Pollution Control and Countermeasure 
(SPCC) Plan; (b) the California Accidental Release Prevention (CalARP) 
Program; (c) the EPA Risk Management Plan (RMP); and (d) the OSHA 
Process Safety Management (PSM) Program to include the new M–1 plant. 

MCEDD, 
MCCDD 
Planning 

Division and 
MC Health 

Department, 
Environmental 
Health Division 

Confirm and 
Document Prior 

to Operations 
and Monitor 

Throughout the 
Project Lifetime 

46 

HazMat Design Feature 4 Design, 
Construction 

and 
Operations 

: The existing program for fire prevention and 
suppression at the Casa Diablo geothermal complex shall be amended and 
integrated to include the M–1 replacement plant facilities and operating 
procedures. 

Long Valley 
Fire Protection 

District 
(LVFPD) 

Confirm and 
Document Prior 

to Operations 
and Monitor 

Throughout the 
Project Lifetime 

47 
HazMat Design Feature 5

Operations 
: No hazardous materials, chemicals, or wastes 

shall be stored in the new storage yard constructed in the footprint of the 
decommissioned MP-I plant site. 

MCEDD, 
Environmental 

Health and 
MCCDD 
Planning 
Division 

Monitor 
Throughout the 
Project Lifetime 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

48 
Hydro Design Feature 1 Design and 

Construction 

: The M-1 plant site shall drain to a subsurface 
retention basin. Overflow from this basin shall drain via sheet flow to the 
surface for percolation. 

MC Public 
Works 

Department 

Confirm and 
Document Prior 

to Operations 

49 
Hydro Design Feature 1 Construction 

and 
Operations 

: Short-term and long-term erosion control and 
stormwater construction best management practices (BMPs) shall be 
integrated into the interim site reclamation plan for the MP-I plant site. 

MC Public 
Works 

Department 
and Lahontan 

RWQCB 

Confirm and 
Document Prior 
to Construction 
and Operations, 

Respectively 

47



Number Mono County Conditions of Approval Schedule of 
Compliance 

Monitoring 
Entity* 

Verification 
Date 

50 

Hydro Design Feature 3

Construction 

: M-1 plant site construction BMPs shall be 
implemented, including: placement of straw wattles and/or silt fencing 
along the perimeter of the site, and around topsoil stockpiles; and 
placement of silt fences in drainage swales at the exit point of the site. 

MC Public 
Works 

Department 
and Lahontan 

RWQCB 

Confirm and 
Document Prior 
to Construction 

51 

Hydro Design Feature 4

Post-
Construction 

: M-1 plant site post-construction BMPs shall also 
be implemented, including: the use of erosion control blankets and 
hydroseeding of slopes created by grading outside of the plant site; the 
placement of ¾” rock placed in all areas of the plant site that are not 
covered by pavement or structural concrete; and rock filled trench drains 
and retention facilities shall provide desiltation of storm water runoff. 

MC Public 
Works 

Department 
and Lahontan 

RWQCB 

Confirm and 
Document Prior 

to Operations 

52 

Hydro Design Feature 5

Design, 
Construction 

and 
Operations 

: The M-1 plant site shall be designed and 
constructed to prevent spills from leaving the site and to prevent runoff 
from any source being channeled or directed in an unnatural way so as to 
cause erosion, siltation, or other detriments; a system of pressure and flow 
sensing devices and regular inspection of all lines, capable of detecting 
leaks and spills, shall be instituted and maintained for the M-1 plant site 
facilities; the proposed M-1 plant site shall be integrated into the existing 
Geothermal Brine Spill Prevention and Response Plan prepared for the 
Casa Diablo geothermal complex; and a Spill Prevention, Control and 
Countermeasure Plan (SPPC Plan) shall be prepared for the plant site and 
integrated into the existing program for hazardous material management 
and emergency response at the Casa Diablo geothermal complex to, in part, 
reduce the potential for adverse offsite effects on water resources from 
spills of geothermal fluid, petroleum hydrocarbons, or hazardous 
substances from the M-1 plant site. 

MC Public 
Works 

Department, 
MC Health 

Department, 
Environmental 
Health Division 

and 
Lahontan 
RWQCB 

Confirm and 
Document 

During Design 
Approval and 

then Monitored 
Throughout the 
Project Lifetime 

48



Number Mono County Conditions of Approval Schedule of 
Compliance 

Monitoring 
Entity* 

Verification 
Date 

53 

Hydro Design Feature 6

Design and 
Construction 

: No element of the project construction shall result 
in the alteration of the blue-line drainage channel, or discharge of fill 
material into, the blue-line drainage channel that crosses the site between 
the existing MP-I and proposed M-1 plant sites, adjacent to Old 
Highway 395. Prior to commencement of construction, the Applicant shall 
provide to the County the proposed engineering design for the road 
crossing which demonstrates to the County that no impact to this drainage 
channel would occur as a result of project construction. 

MC Department 
of Public 
Works, 

MCEDD and 
MCCDD 
Planning 
Division 

Confirm and 
Document 

During Design 
Approval and 

Monitor 
Through 

Construction 

54 

Hydro Mitigation Measure 1

Operations 

: Headwalls and sluice gates constructed on 
culverts draining the Casa Diablo geothermal complex to provide area-wide 
emergency spill containment and prevent surface drainage from escaping 
the area shall be inspected and maintained routinely. 

MC Public 
Works, 

Environmental 
Health 

Department 
and Lahontan 

RWQCB 

Confirm and 
Document 

During Design 
Approval and 

then Monitored 
Throughout the 
Project Lifetime 

55 

Hydro Mitigation Measure 2

Operations 

: All geothermal fluid, petroleum product, and 
hazardous substance spill containment and emergency response plans 
proposed for the Project shall be maintained current throughout the life of 
the Project. 

MCEDD, 
MCCDD 
Planning 

Division and 
MC Health 

Department, 
Environmental 
Health Division 

Monitor 
Throughout the 
Project Lifetime 

23* 
[Restated] 

Hydro Mitigation Measure 3

Operations 

: The MP-I Project shall be subject to the 
applicable hydrologic and biologic monitoring and remedial action program 
requirements set forth in the Mono County General Plan (Mono County 
General Plan, Conservation/Open Space Element, Energy Resources, 
Goal 1, Objectives C and D), including compliance with conditions 
addressing hydrologic monitoring and remediation contained in the existing 
Conditional Use Permit for the MP-II Geothermal Power Plant. 

MCEDD, 
MCCDD 
Planning 
Division 

and 
the LVHAC 

Monitor 
Throughout the 
Project Lifetime 

49



Number Mono County Conditions of Approval Schedule of 
Compliance 

Monitoring 
Entity* 

Verification 
Date 

Noise 

56 Noise Design Feature 1 Construction : All noisy construction activities shall be limited to 
daylight hours. 

MCEDD and 
MCCDD 
Planning 
Division 

Monitor During 
Site 

Construction 

57 
Noise Design Feature 2

Construction 
: Noise levels during construction activities shall be 

kept to a minimum by equipping all on–site equipment with noise 
attenuation devices. 

MCEDD and 
MCCDD 
Planning 
Division 

Monitor During 
Site 

Construction 

58 Noise Design Feature 3 Construction : All project construction activities and normal 
operations shall comply with applicable County noise requirements. 

MCEDD and 
MCCDD 
Planning 
Division 

Monitor During 
Site 

Construction 

Land Use/Planning 

5** 
[Restated] 

Land Use/Planning Design Feature 1
Design 

: An Outdoor Lighting Plan shall be 
prepared and implemented for the M–1 plant site in conformance with the 
Mono County Dark Sky Regulations. 

MC Public 
Works 

Department 

Confirm and 
Document 

During Design 
Approval 

42** 
(Restated] 

Land Use/Planning Design Feature 2 Design and 
Construction 

: All buildings and structures shall be 
constructed to meet applicable earthquake safety codes and the 2010 
Uniform Building Code adopted by Mono County. 

MCCDD 

Confirm and 
Document 

During Design 
Approval 

53*** 
[Restated] 

Land Use/Planning Design Feature 3

Design and 
Construction 

: No element of the project 
construction shall result in the alteration of the blue-line drainage channel, 
or discharge of fill material into, the blue-line drainage channel that crosses 
the site between the existing MP-I and proposed M-1 plant sites, adjacent to 
Old Highway 395. Prior to commencement of construction, the Applicant 
shall provide to the County the proposed engineering design for the road 
crossing which demonstrates to the County that no impact to this drainage 
channel would occur as a result of project construction. 

MC Department 
of Public 
Works, 

MCEDD and 
MCCDD 
Planning 
Division 

Confirm and 
Document 

During Design 
Approval and 

Monitor 
Through 

Construction 

50



Number Mono County Conditions of Approval Schedule of 
Compliance 

Monitoring 
Entity* 

Verification 
Date 

58** 
[Restated] 

Land Use/Planning Design Feature 4 Construction : All project construction activities and 
normal operations shall comply with applicable County noise requirements. 

MCEDD and 
MCCDD 
Planning 
Division 

Monitor During 
Site 

Construction 

10** 
[Restated] 

Land Use/Planning Protection Measure 1

Prior to the 
End of 

Construction 

: A Landscape Plan shall be 
prepared to provide visual screening of views of the proposed storage yard 
to be created in the footprint of the existing MP-I plant site, particularly 
along the southwestern and southeastern edges of the facility. The 
Landscape Plan shall be designed to achieve applicable standards set forth 
in Section 08.010 through 08.060 (Scenic Combining District and State 
Scenic Highway) of the Mono County General Plan Land Use Element and 
shall be approved by the County prior to the required decommissioning of 
the MP-I plant site. Visual screening alternatives could include installing 
metal slats in the chain link fence; installing and maintaining native 
vegetation consisting of such species as Jeffery pine, bitterbrush, and 
sagebrush; or other measures consistent with achieving the applicable 
County standards. 

MCEDD and 
MCCDD 
Planning 
Division 

Confirm and 
Document Prior 

to Plant 
Operations 

51



Number Mono County Conditions of Approval Schedule of 
Compliance 

Monitoring 
Entity* 

Verification 
Date 

Cumulative Effects 

59 

Cumulative Bio Mitigation Measure 1

• Conducting baseline deer studies of proposed projects in the Casa 
Diablo Hot Springs area and monitoring deer use within and near a new 
proposed project. 

: Constraints to wildlife movement 
through the Casa Diablo Hot Springs area shall be evaluated as part of any 
new development project proposed in the area. Measures shall be included 
as part of each new development project that would prevent the respective 
project from becoming a substantial obstacle to wildlife movement through 
or around the respective proposed development area. Mitigation measures 
to reduce cumulative impacts should be project specific, but examples of 
suggested measures to mitigate cumulative impacts include: 

• Designing pipeline corridors or other potential physical obstacles to 
allow for deer and other wildlife movement such that dips, piled soil 
crossings or other proposed constructs to facilitate wildlife travel 
through identified major movement corridors are adopted as part of a 
new proposed project. 

• Requiring that proposed project lighting be shielded away from 
identified major deer and other wildlife movement corridors. 

Design, 
Construction 

and 
Operations 

MCEDD, 
MCCDD 
Planning 
Division 

and/or the 
Responsible 

Federal Agency 
and 

CDFG 

Review 
Baseline 

Surveys and 
Impacts on 

Wildlife 
Movement Prior 
to Decisions on 

Project 
Approval and 
Confirm and 
Document 

During Design 
Approval 

60 

Cumulative Bio Mitigation Measure 2

Operations 

: Water which may accumulate in 
geothermal well site basins from precipitation shall be removed to a 
standing depth of 2 inches from the respective basins on a daily basis or as 
soon as operationally feasible; and liquids deposited into the basins shall 
either be removed daily to a standing depth of 2 inches, or the basins shall 
be made wildlife escapable by creating earthen ramps at slopes of 1:3 or 
less at intervals of 100 feet apart or less around the perimeter of the 
standing depth of the liquid stored in the basin. Alternatives for providing 
equally effective measures which would allow wildlife to escape unharmed 
from the well site basins may be authorized subject to Mono County and 
CDFG approval. 

MCEDD, 
MCCDD 
Planning 
Division 

and/or the 
Responsible 

Federal Agency 
and 

CDFG 

Confirm and 
Document 

During Design 
Approval 

52
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Monitoring 
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Verification 
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61 

Cumulative Bio Mitigation Measure 3

Operations 

: All existing and future geothermal 
power plant projects in the Hot Creek buffer zone, or in the vicinity of Casa 
Diablo Hot Springs, shall be subject to the applicable hydrologic and 
biologic monitoring and remedial action program requirements set forth in 
the Mono County General Plan (Mono County General Plan, 
Conservation/Open Space Element, Energy Resources, Goal 1, 
Objectives C and D, as may be amended), including compliance with 
conditions addressing hydrologic monitoring and remediation contained in 
the existing Conditional Use Permit for the MP-II Geothermal Power Plant. 

MCEDD, 
MCCDD 
Planning 
Division 

and/or the 
Responsible 

Federal Agency 
and  

the LVHAC 

Require 
Monitoring and 

Remedial 
Action Program 
with Decisions 
on Respective 

Project 
Approval and 

Monitor 
Throughout the 
Project Lifetime 

61* 
[Restated] 

Cumulative Hydro Mitigation Measure 1

Operations 

: All existing and future 
geothermal power plant projects in the Hot Creek buffer zone, or in the 
vicinity of Casa Diablo Hot Springs, shall be subject to the applicable 
hydrologic and biologic monitoring and remedial action program 
requirements set forth in the Mono County General Plan (Mono County 
General Plan, Conservation/Open Space Element, Energy Resources, 
Goal 1, Objectives C and D, as may be amended), including compliance 
with conditions addressing hydrologic monitoring and remediation 
contained in the existing Conditional Use Permit for the MP-II Geothermal 
Power Plant. 

MCEDD, 
MCCDD 
Planning 
Division 

and/or the 
Responsible 

Federal Agency 
and 

the LVHAC 

Require 
Monitoring and 

Remedial 
Action Program 
with Decisions 
on Respective 

Project 
Approval and 

Monitor 
Throughout the 
Project Lifetime 

61* 
[Restated] 

Cumulative Land Use/Planning Mitigation Measure 1

Operations 

: All existing and 
future geothermal power plant projects in the Hot Creek buffer zone, or in 
the vicinity of Casa Diablo Hot Springs, shall be subject to the applicable 
hydrologic and biologic monitoring and remedial action program 
requirements set forth in the Mono County General Plan (Mono County 
General Plan, Conservation/Open Space Element, Energy Resources, 
Goal 1, Objectives C and D, as may be amended), including compliance 
with conditions addressing hydrologic monitoring and remediation 
contained in the existing Conditional Use Permit for the MP-II Geothermal 
Power Plant. 

MCEDD, 
MCCDD 
Planning 
Division 

and/or the 
Responsible 

Federal Agency 
and 

the LVHAC 

Require 
Monitoring and 

Remedial 
Action Program 
with Decisions 
on Respective 

Project 
Approval and 

Monitor 
Throughout the 
Project Lifetime 
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Verification 
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62 
Cumulative Aesthetics Protection Measure 1 Construction 

and 
Operations 

: Applicable Mono County 
lighting standards shall apply to all projects in the Casa Diablo geothermal 
development complex. 

MCEDD and 
MCCDD 
Planning 
Division 

Confirm and 
Document 

During 
Respective 

Project Design 
Approval 

63 

Cumulative Air Quality Protection Measure 1
Construction 

and 
Operations 

: Vehicle speeds shall be 
restricted to a maximum speed of 15 miles per hour for project-related 
travel on all unpaved access roads. Vehicle speed limits shall be posted in 
conformance with applicable Mono County and/or U.S. Forest Service 
(USFS) requirements and restrictions. 

MCEDD, 
MCCDD 
Planning 

Division and/or 
the BLM, USFS 

and 
GBUAPCD 

Require with 
Decisions on 
Respective 

Project 
Approval and 

Monitor 
Throughout the 
Project Lifetime 

* The monitoring entities identified by abbreviation in these tabulated Conditions of Approval are as follows: 
BLM ≡ U.S. Department of Interior, Bureau of Land Management 
CDFG ≡ California Department of Fish and Game 
CDOGGR ≡ California Division of Oil, Gas and Geothermal Resources 
GBUAPCD ≡ Great Basin Unified Air Pollution Control District 
LVFPD ≡ Long Valley Fire Protection District 
LVHAC ≡ Long Valley Hydrologic Advisory Committee 
MCCDD ≡ Mono County Community Development Department 
MCEDD ≡ Mono County Economic Development Department 
RWQCB ≡ Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board 
USFS ≡ U.S. Department of Agriculture, Inyo National Forest 
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Exhibit I 

Comment Letters and Attachments on the  

Revised Draft EIR (RDEIR)
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Exhibit II 

Comment Letters and Attachments on the 

Second Revised Draft EIR (RDEIR2) 
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RESOLUTION R12-__ 

 
A RESOLUTION OF THE MONO COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

DENYING APPEAL OF CUP 12-004 AND FEIR ADOPTION  

FOR THE MAMMOTH PACIFIC REPLACEMENT PROJECT  

FILED BY CALIFORNIA UNIONS FOR RELIABLE ENERGY (CURE);  

CERTIFYING AND ADOPTING THE FEIR FOR THE PROJECT; AND AFFIRMING THE 

PLANNING COMMISSION’S APPROVAL OF CUP 12-004 

WHEREAS, the Mammoth Pacific I Replacement Project involves the replacement of the 

existing MP-1 power plant, located near Casa Diablo Hot Springs, with a new binary power plant to be 

located on the same site; reclamation and partial reuse of the existing power plant site; and the ultimate 

reclamation of all operations on the site (the “Project”).  The existing geothermal well field and level of 

geothermal extraction would not be altered by the Project; and 

WHEREAS, the Mono County Planning Commission did, on October 11, 2012, hold a properly 

noticed and advertised public hearing to hear all testimony and consider all evidence relevant to the Project, 

related approvals, and the Final Environmental Impact Report, consisting of the RDEIR, RDEIR2 and Final 

EIR (FEIR); and 

WHEREAS, following the public hearing, the Planning Commission certified and approved the 

FEIR and Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP), and approved Conditional Use Permit 

12-004, Variance 12-002, and Reclamation Plan 12-001, for the Project, effective upon the conclusion of any 

appeal or upon clarification by this Board of provisions in the Mono County General Plan related to setbacks 

from a surface water course, whichever occurs last; and   

WHEREAS, on October 19, 2012, California Unions for Reliable Energy (CURE) filed an appeal of 

the Planning Division’s actions on CUP 12-004 and FEIR adoption (the “CURE Appeal”); and 

 WHEREAS, having considered the appeal filed by CURE at a duly noticed public hearing held on 

November 13, 2012, and based on the information provided in the FEIR, public comment received, and 

information provided by CURE, the applicant, and by staff, the Board of Supervisors desires to affirm the 

Planning Division’s actions on CUP 12-004 and FEIR adoption, with those modifications, if any, stated 

herein, or on the record and incorporated by this reference, thereby denying the appeal filed by CURE; 

 

NOW, THEREFORE, the Mono County Board of Supervisors hereby AFFIRMS the findings of 

the Mono County Planning Commission for the Project and FINDS and RESOLVES as follows: 

 

1. A Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) has been completed for the Project in 

compliance with CEQA; and 

 

2. The FEIR has been presented to the Board of Supervisors, which is the decision maker 

with respect to the CURE Appeal; and  
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3. The Board of Supervisors has reviewed and considered the information contained in the FEIR for 

the Project; and 

 

4. The FEIR reflects the lead agency’s independent judgment and analysis; and  

 

5. The FEIR has identified potentially significant effects of the project which, as the result of changes 

or alterations incorporated into the Project, have been avoided or reduced to a less-than-significant 

level, as set forth in Exhibit A to this resolution, which is hereby incorporated by this reference as 

if fully set forth herein; and 

 

6. Potential alternatives to the proposed Project are either not feasible or do not provide 

environmental benefit in comparison to the proposed Project, as set forth in Exhibit A; and 

 

7. The Mono County Board of Supervisors does hereby certify and adopt the FEIR and the mitigation 

monitoring and reporting program for the Mammoth Pacific I Replacement Project, and denies the 

appeal of FEIR certification filed by CURE.  

 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT the Mono County Board of Supervisors hereby: 

 

1. Affirms and makes each of the findings of the Mono County Planning Commission set forth 

in Exhibit B to this resolution, which is hereby incorporated by reference as if fully set forth 

herein, related to approval of Conditional Use Permit 12-004; and 

 

2. Affirms the Planning Commission’s approval of Conditional Use Permit 12-004 for the 

Project, with the modification set forth in paragraph 3 below, including Conditions of 

Approval, the Mitigation Monitoring, and Reporting Program, and height exception for 

mechanical appurtenances, thereby denying the appeal of the approval of the CUP filed by 

CURE.   

 

3. General Condition #3 of the Use Permit Conditions shall be revised to read as follows:  “The 

combined rate of geothermal fluid production utilized by the Project, including during any interim 

period when the M-1 and MP-1 plants are operating simultaneously, shall not exceed the present rate 

of geothermal fluid flow utilized in the operation of the MP-1 plant, unless offset by equivalent 

reductions at the MPII plant.” 

 

  

PASSED AND ADOPTED this 13th day of November, 2012, by the following vote of the 

Planning Commission, County of Mono: 

 

 AYES :   

 

 NOES :  

 

 ABSENT :  
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 ABSTAIN :  

 

                    ________________________________ 

       Vikki Magee-Bauer, Chair 

  

 

 

ATTEST:      APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

 

 

____________________________   _______________________________              

Lynda Roberts                                                             Marshall S. Rudolph  

Clerk of the Board County Counsel 
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EXHIBIT A 

 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT FINDINGS PURSUANT TO CEQA GUIDELINE 

SECTION 15091 

MAMMOTH PACIFIC I REPLACEMENT PROJECT 

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

 

The State of California Public Resources Code Section 21081 and CEQA Guidelines Section 

15091 require a public agency, prior to approving a project, to identify significant impacts of the 

project and make one or more of three allowable findings for each of the significant impacts: 

 

• The first allowable finding is that “[c]hanges or alterations have been required in, or 

incorporated into, the project which avoid or substantially lessen the significant 

environmental effect as identified in the Final EIR.” (State CEQA Guidelines Section 

15091, subd. (a)(1)) 

• The second allowable finding is that “[s]uch changes or alterations are within the 

responsibility and jurisdiction of another public agency and not the agency making the 

finding.  Such changes have been adopted by such other agency or can and should be 

adopted by such other agency.” (State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15091, subd. (a)(2)) 

• The third allowable finding is that “[s]pecific economic, legal, social, technological, or 

other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly trained 

workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the 

Final EIR.” (State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15091 (a)(3)) 

After reviewing the Final EIR and the public record on the Project, the County hereby makes the 

findings in Parts I through IV of this document regarding the significant effects of the Mammoth 

Pacific I Replacement Project (Project) pursuant to Section 15091 of the State CEQA Guidelines.   

All effects of the Project on the environment are hereby found to be not significant after 

mitigation.  Cumulative impacts of the Project in conjunction with other related approved, 

proposed, or projects currently under construction have been addressed where applicable, and 

would not be significant after mitigation.   

 

PART I: FINDINGS RELATIVE TO POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS 

 

Because certain effects of the Project were analyzed in the EIR as potentially significant and 

because project design features, alterations, or mitigation measures have been imposed which 

avoid or further reduce those effects, the Board of Supervisors hereby finds as follows: 

 

A. Aesthetics 

1. Potentially Significant Effect:  The Project could substantially degrade the 

existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings if not subject 

to design features, alterations, or mitigation measures. 

 

Statement of Facts:  The Project implements design features designed to screen 

the proposed M-1 plant from public view.  These features consist of earth-tone 

painting, pine tree preservation, a restriction on the height of materials stored, 

and placement of the interconnection transmission line near ground level.  In 

addition, a Landscape Plan has been prepared and must be approved by the 
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County.  The Landscape Plan identifies specific visual screening measures to be 

implemented at the storage yard to be located in the footprint of the existing MP-

I plant, which is to be removed.  With implementation of these design features 

and the protection measure, Project impacts would be less than significant and no 

mitigation is required. 

 

Finding:  Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into the 

Project which reduces this potential impact to a level that is less than significant. 

 

2. Potentially Significant Effect:  The Project could create a new source of 

substantial light or glare that would adversely affect nighttime views in the area 

if not subject to design features, alterations, or mitigation measures. 

 

Statement of Facts:  The Project implements design features to reduce nighttime 

visibility caused by lighting of the proposed M-1 plant and associated facilities.  

These features consist of downward projection of power plant lighting and 

preparation/implementation of an Outdoor Lighting Plan for the Project in 

conformance with County Dark Sky Regulations.  With implementation of these 

design features, Project impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation 

is required. 

 

Finding:  Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into the 

Project which reduces this potential impact to a level that is less than significant. 

 

B. Air Quality 

 

1. Potentially Significant Effect:  The Project could conflict with or obstruct 

implementation of the applicable air quality plan if not subject to design features, 

alterations, or mitigation measures. 

 

Statement of Facts:  The Project implements design features designed to 

eliminate the potential for conflicts with applicable Great Basin Unified Air 

Pollution Control District (GBUAPCD) plans and policies, including obtaining 

an Authority to Construct permit for the proposed M-1 plant and permits to 

operate the diesel fueled emergency generator and firewater pump generator.  All 

permits shall be obtained from the GBUAPCD.  With implementation of these 

design features, Project impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation 

is required. 

 

Finding:  Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into the 

Project which reduces this potential impact to a level that is less than significant. 

 

2. Potentially Significant Effect:  The Project could result in the violation of an air 

quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing air quality violation if 

not subject to design features, alterations, or mitigation measures. 

 

Statement of Facts:  The Project implements design features to ensure that air 

pollution emissions from the site are reduced to the maximum extent practicable.  

These features consist of installing a vapor recovery unit to capture motive fluid 

that could otherwise be released during plant maintenance and compliance with 

fugitive dust emission control measures during Project construction activity.  
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With implementation of these design features, Project impacts would be less than 

significant and no mitigation is required. 

 

Finding:  Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into the 

Project which reduces this potential impact to a level that is less than significant. 

 

C. Biological Resources 

 

1. Potentially Significant Effect:  The Project could have a substantial adverse 

effect on riparian habitat and/or federally protected wetlands as defined by 

Section 404 of the Clean Water Act if not subject to design features, alterations, 

or mitigation measures. 

 

Statement of Facts:  The Project implements design features designed to reduce 

soil erosion and sedimentation impacts associated with runoff from the Project 

site.  These design features include installation of a subsurface retention basin at 

the proposed M-1 plant site, implementation of erosion control/stormwater 

construction best management practices (BMPs) in the interim site reclamation 

plan for the MP-I plant site, and implementation of M-1 plant site construction 

and post-construction BMPs.  With implementation of these design features, 

Project impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation is required. 

 

Finding:  Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into the 

Project which reduces this potential impact to a level that is less than significant. 

 

2. Potentially Significant Effect:  The Project could interfere with the movement of 

native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native 

resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife 

nursery sites if not subject to design features, alterations, or mitigation measures. 

 

Statement of Facts:  The Project implements design features intended to reduce 

potential interference with fish and wildlife.  These design features include (a) 

implementation of a 15 mile-per-hour speed limit for all on-site construction 

vehicles; (b) construction and operation noise reduction measures including use 

of noise attenuation devices on construction equipment; (c) incorporation of 

erosion/sedimentation and spill control measures into the Project design, 

including a Spill Prevention, Control and Countermeasure (SPCC) Plan; (d) 

avoiding removal of existing trees in the placement of the interconnection 

injection pipeline; (e) prohibition on the installation of linear barriers to 

movement of deer or other wildlife between the existing plant and the 

replacement plant; (f) construction of a new deer crossing; (f) maintenance of 

existing mule deer movement corridor on northeastern side of complex; (g) 

fencing of waste facilities to avoid attracting potential predators; (h) shielding of 

lighting; (i) dog leash requirements; (j) slope limitations to prevent wildlife from 

being trapped in basins; (k) installation of passive raptor deterrents, and (l) 

revegetation requirements.  With implementation of these design features, Project 

impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation is required. 

 

Finding:  Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into the 

Project which reduces this potential impact to a level that is less than significant. 
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3. Potentially Significant Effect:  In the absence of the Project, there could be an 

adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on species 

identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or regional 

plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Game 

or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service if not subject to design features, alterations, or 

mitigation measures. 

 

Statement of Facts:  MPLP is currently conducting the hydrologic and biological 

monitoring prescribed by Mono County General Plan with respect to its existing 

operations, but existing permit requirements for such monitoring only exist under 

the MP-II and PLES-I project approvals.  Should these two projects be 

abandoned prior to the abandonment of the MP-I Replacement Project, there 

would be no permit requirement to continue the prescribed monitoring for what 

could be an extended MP-I project life.  Should the existing geothermal resource 

production and injection activities from the MP-I Plant result in changes in the 

temperature, flow rate or quality of the Hot Creek headsprings supporting the 

critical habitat of the Owens tui chub, then this could be a potentially significant 

impact under CEQA.  Bio Mitigation Measure 1, which subjects the Project to 

the applicable hydrologic and biologic monitoring and remedial action program 

requirements set forth in the County General Plan, would ensure that such 

monitoring continues.   

 

Finding:  Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into the 

Project which reduces this potential impact from existing operations to a level 

that is less than significant. 

 

4. Potentially Significant Effect:  The Project could have an adverse effect, either 

directly or through habitat modifications, on species identified as a candidate, 

sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans, policies, or 

regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and 

Wildlife Service if not subject to design features, alterations, or mitigation 

measures. 

 

Statement of Facts:  As a result of the findings of the baseline biological 

resources survey, multiple actions were identified which, if implemented, would 

further reduce the potentially adverse effects of the Project on biological 

resources. These actions and others identified by this assessment have been 

compiled into required Bio Protection Measures 2 through 16.  With 

implementation of these protection measures, Project impacts would remain less 

than significant and no mitigation is required. 

 

Finding:  Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into the 

Project which reduces this potential impact to a level that is less than significant. 

 

D. Cultural Resources 

 

1. Potentially Significant Effect:  The Project could cause a substantial adverse 

change in the significance of a historical or archaeological resource, may directly 

or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource, and/or may disturb 

undocumented human remains if not subject to design features, alterations, or 

mitigation measures. 
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Statement of Facts:  The Project implements a design feature intended to reduce 

any potential impact to historical, archaeological, or paleontological resources 

that may be encountered at the Project site.  This design feature requires the 

implementation of all environmental protection measures to reduce the adverse 

effects of the Project on cultural resources that were recommended in the 

baseline cultural resources survey reports prepared for the Project area.  In 

addition, Cultural Protection Measure 1 is required to ensure that any human 

remains encountered during the construction phase of the Project are properly 

treated.  With implementation of this design feature and protection measure, 

Project impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation is required. 

 

Finding:  Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into the 

Project which reduces this potential impact to a level that is less than significant. 

 

 

E. Geology and Soils 

 

1. Potentially Significant Effect:  The Project could expose structures to potential 

substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss involving rupture of a 

known earthquake fault, strong seismic ground shaking, or seismic-related 

ground failure if not subject to design features, alterations, or mitigation 

measures. 

 

Statement of Facts:  The Project implements design features intended to reduce 

any potential adverse effects resulting from seismic activity in the surrounding 

vicinity.  These design features would require the implementation of all measures 

recommended in the geotechnical site investigation reports to mitigate impacts 

due to geotechnical, soils, and geologic constraints; as well as require that all 

Project structures be constructed to meet applicable earthquake safety codes and 

the 2010 Uniform Building Code adopted by the County.  In addition, Cultural 

Protection Measure 1 is required to ensure that any human remains encountered 

during the construction phase of the Project are properly treated.  With 

implementation of these design features, Project impacts would be less than 

significant and no mitigation is required. 

 

Finding:  Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into the 

Project which reduces this potential impact to a level that is less than significant. 

 

F. Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

 

1. Potentially Significant Effect:  The Project could create a hazard to the public or 

the environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous 

materials if not subject to design features, alterations, or mitigation measures. 

 

Statement of Facts:  The Project implements a design feature requiring that no 

hazardous materials, chemicals, or wastes be stored in the new storage yard to be 

constructed in the footprint of the decommissioned MP-I plant.  With 

implementation of this design feature, Project impacts would be less than 

significant and no mitigation is required. 
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Finding:  Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into the 

Project which reduces this potential impact to a level that is less than significant. 

 

2. Potentially Significant Effect:  The Project could create a hazard to the public or 

the environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions 

involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment if not subject to 

design features, alterations, or mitigation measures. 

 

Statement of Facts:  The Project implements design features requiring that (a) the 

power plant site be designed and constructed to prevent fluids from leaving the 

site and to prevent runoff from being channeled or directed in an unnatural way 

so as to cause erosion or siltation; (b) install and maintain a system of pressure 

and flow sensing devices capable of detecting leaks and spills and regular 

inspection of all lines; (c) include the M-1 plant site and operations within the 

existing hazardous material management and emergency response program at the 

Casa Diablo geothermal complex; and (d) include the M-1 plant and operations 

within the existing fire prevention and suppression program at the Casa Diablo 

geothermal complex.  With implementation of these design features, Project 

impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation is required. 

 

Finding:  Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into the 

Project which reduces this potential impact to a level that is less than significant. 

 

G. Hydrology and Water Quality 

 

1. Potentially Significant Effect:  The Project could provide additional sources of 

polluted runoff if not subject to design features, alterations, or mitigation 

measures. 

 

Statement of Facts:  The Project shall implement design features designed to 

reduce soil erosion and sedimentation impacts associated with runoff from the 

Project site.  These design features include installation of a subsurface retention 

basin at the proposed M-1 plant site, implementation of erosion 

control/stormwater construction best management practices (BMPs) in the 

interim site reclamation plan for the MP-I plant site, and implementation of M-1 

plant site construction and post-construction BMPs.  With implementation of 

these design features, Project impacts would be less than significant and no 

mitigation is required. 

 

Finding:  Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into the 

Project which reduces this potential impact to a level that is less than significant. 

 

2. Potentially Significant Effect:  The Project could degrade water quality if not 

subject to design features, alterations, or mitigation measures. 

 

Statement of Facts:  The Project implements a design feature to reduce the 

potential for pollution to reach surface drainages.  This design feature includes 

incorporation of erosion/sedimentation and spill control measures into the Project 

design, including a Spill Prevention, Control and Countermeasure (SPCC) Plan.  

The power plant site must also be designed and constructed to prevent spills from 

leaving the site and to prevent runoff from being channeled or directed in an 
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unnatural way so as to cause erosion or siltation.  In addition to this design 

feature, implementation of Hydro Mitigation Measures 1 and 2 is required in 

order to provide additional spill containment and emergency response planning at 

the Project site.  Hydro Mitigation Measure 3, which would subject the Project to 

the applicable hydrologic and biologic monitoring and remedial action program 

requirements set forth in the County General Plan, (to which the existing MP-1 

plant is not currently subject) will further enhance such protections.   

 

Finding:  Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into the 

Project which reduces this potential impact to a level that is less than significant. 

 

3. Potentially Significant Effect:  The Project could violate waste discharge 

requirements if not subject to design features, alterations, or mitigation measures. 

 

Statement of Facts:  The Project implements a design feature to avoid the 

alteration of or discharge of material to the existing stream channel crossing the 

site.  No element of the project construction will result in the alteration of, or 

discharge of fill material to, the blue-line drainage channel that crosses the site 

between the existing MP-I and proposed M-1 plant sites, adjacent to Old 

Highway 395.  Prior to commencement of construction, the Applicant shall 

provide to the County the proposed engineering design for the road crossing 

which demonstrates to the County that no impact to this drainage channel would 

occur as a result of project construction.  With implementation of this design 

feature, Project impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation is 

required. 

 

Finding:  Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into the 

Project which reduces this potential impact to a level that is less than significant. 

 

H. Noise 

 

1. Potentially Significant Effect:  The Project could result in a substantial temporary 

or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the Project vicinity above levels 

existing without the Project if not subject to design features, alterations, or 

mitigation measures. 

 

Statement of Facts:  The Project shall implement design features to reduce noise 

associated with Project construction activities.  These design features limit 

construction activities to daylight hours, require on-site construction equipment 

to be equipped with noise attenuation devices, and require all construction 

activities and normal Project operations to comply with applicable County noise 

requirements.  With implementation of these design features, Project impacts 

would be less than significant and no mitigation is required. 

 

Finding:  Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into the 

Project which reduces this potential impact to a level that is less than significant. 

 

I. Cumulative Effects 

 

1. Potentially Significant Effect:  The Project could combine with existing 

development in the vicinity to create a new source of substantial light or glare 
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that would adversely affect nighttime views in the area if not subject to design 

features, alterations, or mitigation measures. 

 

Statement of Facts:  The Project implements a protection measure to reduce 

nighttime lighting within the Casa Diablo geothermal complex.  This protection 

measure requires that all projects within the Casa Diablo geothermal complex 

comply with applicable County lighting standards.  With implementation of this 

protection measure, cumulative impacts would be less than significant and no 

mitigation is required. 

 

Finding:  Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into the 

Project which reduces this potential impact to a level that is less than significant. 

 

2. Potentially Significant Effect:  The Project could combine with existing 

development in the vicinity to result in the violation of an air quality standard or 

contribute substantially to an existing air quality violation if not subject to design 

features, alterations, or mitigation measures. 

 

Statement of Facts:  The Project implements a protection measure to ensure that 

fugitive dust emissions from the site are reduced to the maximum extent 

practicable.  This measure restricts Project-related vehicle speeds on all unpaved 

access roads to 15 miles per hour.  With implementation of this protection 

measure, cumulative impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation is 

required. 

 

Finding:  Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into the 

Project which reduces this potential impact to a level that is less than significant. 

 

3. Potentially Significant Effect:  The Project could combine with existing 

development in the vicinity to interfere with the movement of native resident or 

migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory 

wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites if not subject 

to design features, alterations, or mitigation measures. 

 

Statement of Facts:  The Project implements Cumulative Bio Mitigation Measure 

1 to reduce potential interference with fish and wildlife.  This mitigation requires 

that constraints to wildlife movement through the Casa Diablo Hot Springs area 

be evaluated as part of any new development project proposed in the area.  

Measures shall be included as part of each new development project that would 

prevent the respective project from becoming a substantial obstacle to wildlife 

movement through or around the respective proposed development area. With 

implementation of this mitigation measure, cumulative impacts would be reduced 

to a less than significant level. 

 

Finding:  Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into the 

Project which reduces this potential impact to a level that is less than significant. 

 

4. Potentially Significant Effect:  The Project could combine with existing 

development in the vicinity to have an adverse effect, either directly or through 

habitat modifications, on species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special 

status species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the 
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California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service if not 

subject to design features, alterations, or mitigation measures. 

 

Statement of Facts:  The storage of water in lined wellfield basins would 

continue to attract wildlife and has the potential for similar cumulative impacts 

on wildlife as a result of any wellfield expansion associated with new geothermal 

development that is not a part of the Project.  The existing wellfield could be 

expanded by the addition of new wells and well sites to provide the additional 

geothermal fluid needed to support the proposed CD-4 power plant.  This impact 

could be cumulatively significant if future lined well site basins are constructed 

in a manner that prevents wildlife from escaping from the basins.  Cumulative 

Bio Mitigation Measure 2 is therefore required for County approved projects and 

should be considered as a requirement by federal agencies as a stipulation for 

approval of geothermal projects on public land in the vicinity of Casa Diablo Hot 

Springs.  With implementation of this mitigation measure, cumulative impacts 

would be reduced to a less than significant level. 

 

Finding:  Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into the 

Project which reduces this potential impact to a level that is less than significant. 

 

5. Potentially Significant Effect:  The Project could combine with existing 

development in the vicinity to have an adverse effect, either directly or through 

habitat modifications, on species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special 

status species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the 

California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service if not 

subject to design features, alterations, or mitigation measures. 

 

Statement of Facts:  MPLP is currently conducting the hydrologic and biological 

monitoring prescribed by Mono County General Plan, but existing permit 

requirements for such monitoring only exist under the MP-II and PLES-I project 

approvals.  Should these two projects be abandoned prior to the abandonment of 

the MP-I Replacement Project, there would be no permit requirement to continue 

the prescribed monitoring for what could be an extended MP-I project life.  

Hydro Mitigation Measure 3, would subject the Project to the applicable 

hydrologic and biologic monitoring and remedial action program requirements 

set forth in the County General Plan, preventing such a lapse from occurring.   

 

Finding:  Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into the 

Project which reduces this potential impact to a level that is less than significant. 

 

6. Potentially Significant Effect:  The Project could combine with existing and/or 

proposed geothermal development in the vicinity to degrade water quality if not 

subject to design features, alterations, or mitigation measures. 

 

Statement of Facts:  Should the continued geothermal resource production and 

injection activities from the MP-I Project, in combination with other existing and 

future geothermal power plant projects in the Hot Creek Buffer Zone, result in 

changes in the temperature, flow rate or quality of the Hot Creek headsprings 

used for Hot Creek Fish Hatchery operations, then this could be a potentially 

significant impact under CEQA.  Cumulative Hydro Mitigation Measure 3, 

which would subject all existing and future geothermal power plant projects in 
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the Hot Creek Buffer Zone, or in the vicinity of Casa Diablo Hot Springs, to the 

applicable hydrologic and biologic monitoring and remedial action program 

requirements set forth in the County General Plan, would reduce this potential 

impact to a less than significant level. 

 

Finding:  Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into the 

Project which reduces this potential impact to a level that is less than significant. 

 

PART II: FINDINGS RELATIVE TO UNAVOIDABLE SIGNIFICANT 

ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS 

 

No unavoidable significant environmental effects would result from implementation of the 

Project. 

 

PART III: FINDINGS RELATIVE TO ALTERNATIVES 
 

1. No Project Alternative:  If the Project is denied, the existing MP–I power plant would not 

be replaced by the new technology proposed for the Project, and the more efficient 

conversion of the available geothermal heat energy to electrical energy afforded by the 

proposed replacement plant technology and equipment would not be realized.  The aging 

MP–I power plant would be expected to continue to operate as long as repair and 

restoration of the facility remains economically practical, but the long-term continuing 

utilization of the MP-I project geothermal resources could be shortened due to eventual 

equipment failure.  The No Project Alternative would not meet most of the basic project 

objectives.  Objectives that would not be met include (a) Applicant’s objectives: to 

optimize the amount of electrical energy that can be generated from the available 

geothermal resources, and to ensure continuous power generation and maximize 

utilization of the geothermal resource …; and (b) the County goals, policies and 

objectives: to permit the productive and beneficial development of alternative energy 

resources, including geothermal resources; and to ensure the orderly and sound 

economic development of geothermal resources... 

 

FINDING: The No Project Alternative is infeasible because it is inconsistent with and 

does not meet project objectives. 

 

2. Alternative Power Plant Location (North Site):  The selected North Site Alternative 

would be on public land administered by the USFS located north of the existing SCE 

substation and east of the proposed Casa Diablo IV Geothermal Development Project 

(CD–4) power plant site.  It is assumed that the North Site Alternative would be 

constructed within an approximately 5.7-acre footprint essentially the same as that 

described for the Project.  An approximately 600-foot interconnection transmission line 

would need to be constructed from the alternative plant site to the existing SCE 

substation.  In addition, new production and injection fluid pipelines would need to be 

constructed to the North Site Alternative plant site.  The new pipelines would be assumed 

to parallel the pipeline route of the proposed CD–4 Project from the existing MP–I plant 

site to the North Site Alternative plant site – a distance of about one mile.  The 

construction, MP–I decommissioning, operations, and eventual site reclamation of the 

North Site Alternative geothermal development would be essentially the same as those 

activities described for the Project with only minor site–specific adjustments.  Approval 

for development on the North Site Alternative would require NEPA review and approval 

from federal agencies. 



11 

 

 

FINDING:  The North Site Alternative would result in very similar impacts to those 

identified for the proposed Project.  However, selection of the North Site Alternative 

plant site would require construction of approximately one mile of new geothermal 

pipeline corridor resulting in greater impacts on biological resources and more 

construction related air emissions.  The location of the North Site Alternative plant site 

would be within a Jeffrey Pine forested area and would be susceptible to greater potential 

wildland fire hazard than the proposed M-1 plant site.  This was determined to be a 

potentially significant impact.  The North Site Alternative power plant site would be less 

visible from major roadways than the proposed Project plant site, but visual impacts were 

not determined to be significant from either of the plant sites.  The proposed Project is 

considered environmentally superior to the North Site Alternative. 

 

3. Identification of the Environmentally Superior Alternative:  The proposed Project, as 

amended by the conditions and mitigation/protection measures prescribed in the EIR, is 

the environmentally superior alternative based on the discussion and findings above. 

 



1 

 

Exhibit C 

Use Permit 12-004 

Findings and Rationale 

 

I. USE PERMIT 

 

A. All applicable provisions of the Land Use Designations and Land Development Regulations 

are complied with, and the site of the proposed use is adequate in size and shape to 

accommodate the use and to accommodate all yards, walls and fences, parking, loading, 

landscaping and other required features. 

 

The existing MP-1 plant site decommissioning activities and the conversion of a portion of the site to a 

storage area, proposed as part of the Project, would be conducted on private land with a land use 

designation (LUD) of Resource Management (RM).  The RM designation is intended “to recognize and 

maintain a wide variety of values in the lands outside existing communities,” including “geothermal or 

mineral resources.” “Mining and geothermal exploratory projects” are explicitly “uses permitted subject 

to use permit” and other “similar” uses may also be permitted.  

 

The RM designation provides for a minimum parcel size of 40 acres, limits site disturbance to 10% (with 

a maximum lot coverage of 5%), and provides for maximum population density of 5.02 persons per 40 

acres.  The RM parcel consists of approximately 40 acres of privately-owned land, of which 

approximately 2.6 acres is presently disturbed (approximately 6.6%).  This level of disturbance is pre-

existing and would not be increased by the Project.  The ultimate decommissioning, reclamation and 

restoration of this site required by the Reclamation Plan is consistent with Resource Management intent 

of the designation to provide for low intensity rural uses that recognize and maintain the resource value of 

the parcel and would eliminate site disturbance. There would be no residential use of the property.  

 

The proposed new M-1 plant site would be located on the adjacent 50-acre parcel, which is designated as 

Resource Extraction (RE). The RE designation “is intended to provide for protection of the environment 

and resource extraction activities . . . and for processing plants utilizing on-site materials or materials 

found in close proximity to the site.” “Exploring, drilling, and development of geothermal resources” are 

explicitly “uses permitted subject use permit” and other “similar” uses may also be permitted uses. The 

M-1 replacement plant site construction and Project operations would be conducted entirely on private 

land with a LUD of RE. 

 

The RE designation provides for a minimum parcel size of 40 acres, prohibits residential uses (other than 

for an employee/caretaker) and references the setbacks established by section 15.070 for resource 

development (100 feet from interior public streets or from a property line, 500 feet from any adjacent 

private dwelling, institution, school, or other building or location used for public assemblage, and, for 

geothermal development within the Hot Creek Buffer Zone, 500 feet from a surface watercourse).  The 

Land Use Designations and Land Development Regulations function as the County’s zoning requirements 

and are subject to variance pursuant to Chapter 33 of the Mono County General Plan and State law.   

 

All project activities would occur more than 100 feet from any internal street and more than 500 feet from 

adjacent uses for public assemblage. The nearest dwelling, institution, or school is located within the 

Town of Mammoth Lakes approximately two miles to the west of the project site.  A public parking area 

located just to the east of US 395 and the Mammoth Lakes exit is greater than 500 feet from the project 

property line (Figure 19, Revised DEIR, February 2012). The project includes a request for a variance 

which would authorize a portion of the facility to be located within 100 feet of an external property line 

and within 500 feet of a surface watercourse.  Such variances are authorized by Chapter 33 of the Land 
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Development Regulations and if granted consistent with those requirements, all provisions of the Land 

Use Designations and Land Development Regulations would be complied with. 

 

As described more fully in section 4.2.2 of the EIR, the Project meets applicable standards of the Land 

Development Regulations related to visual impacts. An Outdoor Lighting Plan has been provided for the 

Project site which meets the requirements of Chapter 23 of the General Plan, the County’s “Dark Sky 

Regulations,” to mitigate nighttime visibility of the facilities. In addition, a Landscape Plan has been 

submitted which provides additional visual screening of the Project site. Use Permit conditions require 

compliance with these plans.  All buildings, insulation jacketing, and visible structures would be painted 

to blend with the existing environment in order to minimize the visual impacts in the area and 

approximately six-foot-high fences would be constructed around the M-1 plant site and the M-1 plant 

substation to provide additional screening.  Site disturbance is limited and a Reclamation Plan which 

meets the requirements of Chapter 26 of the General Plan and will reduce and restore site disturbance has 

been submitted.  Compliance with the Reclamation Plan is a condition of project approval. Accordingly, 

the Project also meets applicable standards set forth in Section 08.010 through 08.060 Scenic Combining 

District and State Scenic Highway.   

Section 4.110 of the Land Development Regulations provides for a maximum building height of 35 feet, 

but allows for greater heights to be approved through the Director Review process or Use Permit process.  

The project involves approval, through the Use Permit process, of mechanical appurtenances which 

exceed 35 feet in height. (See additional discussion below in sections II.A and II.B.) 

Chapter 11 of the Land Development Regulations provides for the undergrounding of utilities, unless 

overhead placement is approved by Director Review permit, Use Permit, or variance.  The Conservation 

and Open Space Element, Visual Resources, Objective C, Policy 3, Actions 3.1 through 3.8 reference 

these requirements. The project proposes two possible locations for an aboveground interconnection 

transmission line, and the applicant has applied for a variance to allow for aboveground installation.  

The Project is in compliance with all other applicable provisions of the Land Use Designations and the 

Land Development Regulations of the Mono County General Plan.  

Further, the site is adequate in size and shape to accommodate the use, and to accommodate all yards, 

walls, and fences, parking, loading, landscaping and other required uses. The site consists of 90 acres of 

privately-owned land bordered on all sides by publicly-owned land managed primarily for open space.   

B. The site for the proposed use relates to streets and highways adequate in width and type to 

carry the quantity and kind of traffic generated by the proposed use. 

 

As described in the EIR (see, e.g., sections 2.1.2, 2.1.6, and 3.3.8) the land uses at the project site would 

remain the same as under existing conditions. No additional employees would be added as a result of the 

plant replacement and, thus, no additional long-term vehicle traffic to or from the project site would be 

created and no long-term impact to the existing roadway circulation system in the area would result.  

 

Short-term construction traffic would increase in the immediate vicinity of the site, although the traffic 

volumes expected to be associated with Project construction would be light and existing volume-to-

capacity ratios at the U.S. Highway 395/SR 203 interchange are sufficient to accommodate this small 

temporary increase.   

 

The existing entrances to the Casa Diablo geothermal development complex would continue to provide 

adequate access to the new M-1 plant site. North and south U.S. Highway 395 off ramps onto State Route 
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203 are located less than one-quarter mile southwest of the Project site. Access to the Project site would 

be via State Route 203 east to Antelope Springs Road, then north to Cutoff Road, then east to the existing 

paved access to the replacement plant site off of the Old Highway Road. Substation Road and Old 

Highway Road would be used as emergency access roads that lead to a locked gate which can be opened 

by emergency responders and is sufficient to support emergency vehicles, in accordance with the 

County’s Fire Safe Regulations (Chapter 22 of the Land Development Regulations). 

 

A new paved access road would be constructed from the onsite access road to the lower pad on which the 

M-1 plant would be constructed. Paved access roads would also be constructed along the north, south and 

west sides of the new M-1 plant site, which are specifically designed in width and type to carry the 

quantity and kind of traffic associated with the project.   

 

C. The proposed use will not be detrimental to the public welfare or injurious to property or 

improvements in the area in which the property is located. 

 

The EIR for the Project has identified no significant impacts resulting from the proposed Project.  The 

proposed use is the same as currently exists on the site, with the exception that a new, more modern 

facility would replace the existing M-1 plant.  The new facility includes design features (including, but 

not limited to a landscaping plan, dark sky compliant lighting, and screening) not currently applicable to 

the existing facility. Without expanding the use of the geothermal resource or in any way increasing 

impacts to that resource, the proposed facility would increase the amount of geothermal energy generated 

on the site and reduce associated impacts.  (See EIR Project Description). 

 

The M-1 site is situated in an area where property and improvements are committed to similar compatible 

uses, including existing operating geothermal plants and well fields, the existing MP-1 plant proposed for 

decommissioning, and an SCE substation. The proposed use has been sited to minimize visual impacts 

from the State Scenic Highway, and when the existing plant is decommissioned, will have less of a 

detrimental visual presence than exists currently.  (See EIR section 4.2.3.) 

 

In addition, the proposed Project incorporates design features which will protect the public and property 

from the risks of fire, contamination, and other hazards.  Specifically, the M-1 replacement power plant 

site would be designed and constructed to prevent fluids from leaving the site and endangering adjacent 

properties or nearby waterways. Numerous engineering, fire-control and safety measures are integrated as 

part of the Project to prevent releases of n-pentane, to avert or control fires, and to respond to other 

emergencies.  (See e.g., EIR section 2.1.6.) 

 

A diesel-powered emergency generator would be installed on the M-1 plant site to provide emergency 

backup power to critical plan functions in the event of a power outage. Similarly, a diesel-powered 

firewater pump generator would be installed to provide power to the firewater pump during fire 

emergencies.  

 

In addition, MPLP has developed an integrated program to meet the following requirements, (see EIR 

section 2.1.6): California Accidental Release Prevention (CalARP) Program; EPA Risk Management Plan 

(RMP); OSHA Process Safety Management (PSM) Program for all three existing plants. Prior to delivery 

of n-pentane, MPLP would revise and update this program to reflect the new M-1 plant; Revise its 

existing Spill Prevention, Control and Countermeasure (SPCC) Plan, in conformance with 40 CFR 112, to 

include the new M-1 plant; Update its Emergency Response Plan (ERP); Update its Hazardous Materials 

Business Plan (HMBP); A Permit for Authority to Construct and Permit to Operate would be obtained 

from the GBUAPCD 
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There would be at least one employee “on call” at all times familiar with the ERP and would have the 

authority to commit the resources needed to carry out the contingency plan.  

 

D. The proposed use is consistent with the map and text of this General Plan and any 

applicable area plan. 

 

For a thorough discussion regarding the Project’s consistency with the General Plan see the analysis 

contained throughout the EIR, and particularly sections 4.10.2 and 4.10.3. The following summarizes the 

Project’s consistency with applicable maps, policies, land uses, and programs contained in the General 

Plan. 

 

The Project is consistent with General Plan maps designating the site for Resource Management (RM) 

and Resource Extraction (RE).  The RE designation (where the replacement plant would be located) “is 

intended to provide for protection of the environment and resource extraction activities.” “Exploration, 

drilling, and development of geothermal resources” are explicitly “uses permitted subject to use permit 

and other “similar uses may also be permitted.”  The RM designation (where the existing plant is located) 

is intended to “recognize and maintain a wide variety of values in the lands outside existing 

communities,” including “geothermal or mineral resources.”  “Mining and geothermal exploratory 

projects” are explicitly “uses permitted subject to use permit” and other “similar” uses may be permitted.   

 

The Project is consistent with the objectives, policies, general land uses, and programs of the Mono 

County General Plan.  General Plan goals encourage the productive and beneficial development of 

alternative energy, including geothermal resources, in manner which avoids or minimizes environmental 

impacts. The EIR concludes that there will be no significant environmental impacts as a result of the 

proposed Project.  General Plan policies allow consideration of national need for alternative energy and 

require the applicant to demonstrate the economic benefits of the Project.  (See Conservation and Open 

Space Element – Energy Resources.) The economic analysis of the Project describes those benefits.  

 

Objectives C and D of Goal 1 of the Energy Resources portion of the Conservation and Open Space 

Element establish procedures and direction for addressing biologic and associated hydrologic impact 

mitigation and monitoring requirements from geothermal exploration and development. Consistent with 

these policies, a baseline biological resource survey was conducted (Paulus 2011) and is provided as 

Appendix D of the EIR. The recommended measures and project design features of this report have been 

incorporated and are a part of the Project.  

The EIR concludes that there would be no significant impacts to visual resources as a result of the Project 

and that current visual impacts associated with the MP-1 facility would be reduced by the Project. 

Additionally, the Project would be consistent with all applicable General Plan Polices pertaining to 

Aesthetics/Visual Resources, provided that a variance is granted to allow transmission lines to be placed 

at ground level as opposed to underground. 

• Aboveground utility lines. Objective C, Policy 3, Actions 3.1-3.8 Conservation/Open 

Space Element (Visual Resources) provides for underground installation of utility lines in 

conformity with County Requirements.  Chapter 11 of the Land Use Regulations 

provides for underground installation unless approved through Use Permit or Director 

Review in certain specified circumstances.  Actions 3.1-3-8 also allow for aboveground 

installation pursuant to a variance.  The Project is consistent with this policy if the 

requested variance is granted. Additionally, the transmission lines would be eligible for 

an exception to the underground requirement pursuant to Chapter 11, as described in 

Exhibit B, section B.2. 
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• Mechanical appurtenances/building height. (Land Use Element – Development 

Standards): The Project proposes to install purge tanks, two-inch diameter vent pipes and 

one-inch diameter lightning masts on top of the air cooling towers which would extend 

up to approximately 40 feet above ground level, exceeding the permitted height of 35 feet 

by up to 5 feet. However, Mono County regulations allow for exceptions to be granted by 

the Planning Director in the cases of mechanical appurtenances or, for building heights in 

excess of 35 feet, through the Use Permit process.  The purge tank vent pipes and 

lightning qualify as “mechanical appurtenances” and would thus meets the criteria for 

exception to be granted by the Planning Director, or by the more stringent Use Permit 

process. (See sections II.A and B below.) 

The Project would be consistent with relevant General Plan Policies in the Conservation/Open Space 

Element pertaining to Air Quality as discussed on page 30 of the RDEIR2.  

The Project would be consistent with relevant General Plan Policies in the Conservation/Open Space 

Element pertaining to Biological Resources as discussed on pages 30-32 of the RDEIR2 and section 4.4 

of the RDEIR, as revised.  For example, current biologic and hydrologic monitoring will continue and 

will also be applied to the M-1 plant; baseline studies have been prepared to document existing conditions 

on the Project site and mitigation measures and design features are imposed to minimize potential impacts 

based on those studies and recommendations. 

 

The Project would also be consistent with relevant General Plan Policies (shown in Table 25 of the 

RDEIR) in the Conservation/Open Space Element pertaining to hydrology and water quality as described 

on pp. 30 – 36 of the RDEIR2.   The Project includes design features and is subject to mitigation 

measures which avoid or minimize potential impacts to hydrologic resources to a level that is less than 

significant through, among other things,  installation of a subsurface retention basin at the M-1 plant site, 

implementation of erosion control/stormwater construction best management practices (BMPs) and post-

construction BMPs, as discussed in the EIR. (See e.g., section 4.8.3).  The Project involves no additional 

use or extraction of water from the geothermal resource and therefore has no impact to water quality.  

 

• Setbacks from surface watercourse.  As discussed previously, Section 15.070(B)(1)(d) of the 

County’s Land Use Regulations imposes a 500-foot setback from surface watercourses for 

geothermal development within the Hot Creek Buffer Zone.  Chapter 33 of the General Plan 

authorizes the granting of variances from any Land Development Regulation or LUD if certain 

conditions exist.  The project requires a variance from this setback because, while it would be 

further from the same watercourse than the existing plant, the replacement plant would still be 

partially within that setback. The Energy Resources section of the Conservation and Open Space 

Element (Goal 1, Objective D, Policy 1, Action 1.13) lists the 500-foot setback as an “action” to 

protect hydrologic resources.  That reference is not intended to prohibit the granting of an 

otherwise authorized variance and does not “re-impose” the setback requirement already 

imposed.  If a variance is granted in accordance with Chapter 33, then the Project is consistent 

with the General Plan, both as currently written and with the clarifications to the General Plan 

included proposed by GPA 12-003(b).   

The Project would be consistent with relevant General Plan Policies in the Safety Element pertaining to 

fire hazards as discussed on page 32 of the RDEIR2 and in section 4.7 of the RDEIR.  For example, the 

Project would not create a significant risk from wildland or structural fire; the Project will obtain a will-

serve letter from the Long Valley Fire Protection District and will implement Project HazMat Design 

Feature 4, which would extend the existing fire suppression and response program in place at the Casa 
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Diablo Geothermal Complex to cover the proposed Project. Appendix A to the RDEIR presents a list of 

measures that the Project would adopt in order to reduce the risk of wildland and/or structural fire. These 

measures include compliance with applicable requirements in the Fire Safe Ordinance and Uniform Fire 

Code; and the Notice of Preparation for the Draft EIR was sent to the Department of Forestry and the 

Long Valley Fire Protection District was consulted in the preparation of the RDEIR. 

The Project would be consistent with relevant General Plan Policies in the Hazardous Waste Management 

Element pertaining to hazardous materials. The Project includes several design features, presented as 

HazMat Design Features 1 through 5 in the RDEIR.  

For analysis of Project consistency with relevant General Plan Policies in the Noise Element pertaining to 

noise, see Section 4.9 of the RDEIR. As discussed therein, the Project, including Noise Design Features 1 

through 3, would be consistent with all applicable General Plan Polices pertaining to noise. 

II. MECHANICAL APPURTENANCES/BUILDING HEIGHT EXCEPTION 

A. The project will not result in substantial detrimental effects on the enjoyment and use of 

surrounding properties.  

 

Several mechanical appurtenances (including eight purge tanks, of about 36 inches in length and 24 

inches in diameter, a two-inch diameter pipe, and a one-inch diameter lightning mast/rod) would extend 

up to approximately 5 feet above the 35-foot building height.  These mechanical appurtenances are part of 

the CUP application and are evaluated on pp 4-2 – 4-35 of the RDEIR.  As mechanical appurtenances, 

these structures could be approved through the Director Review process outlined in Section 4.110 of the 

General Plan, or pursuant to the more stringent Use Permit process actually undertaken.  As described in 

the EIR, the appurtenances would be nearly completely obscured by vegetation and the super-structure of 

the main plant and would be colored to be blend with the existing background. The analysis shown in the 

EIR demonstrates the project would preserve scenic vistas and would not have any impact on surrounding 

properties.   

 

B. The modified height will not exceed the lifesaving equipment capabilities of the fire 

protection agency having jurisdiction. 

The mechanical appurtenances are lightning rods and pipes – and will not be occupied.  The Long 

Valley Fire Department was consulted in the preparation of the EIR and it was determined the 

height exception does not exceed the lifesaving capabilities of the protection agency. The Project 

is required to obtain a will-serve letter from the Long Valley Fire Protection District and will also 

implement Project HazMat Design Feature 4, which would extend the existing fire suppression 

and response program in place at the Casa Diablo Geothermal Complex to cover the proposed 

Project. 

III. ABOVEGROUND FLUID PIPELINE 

 

The aboveground placement of fluid pipelines is authorized because burial would create 

unacceptable environmental impacts or the potential to contaminate shallow groundwater 

resources.  The Project includes the relocation of two existing aboveground fluid conveyance 

pipelines to connect the new plant to existing production and injection locations.  As discussed in 

Exhibit B, the site contains numerous geotechnical and geological constraints, including hot 

soils, active steam vents, and earthquake faults.  Aboveground placement of fluid conveyance 
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lines minimizes the risk of damage to those lines due to earthquake or other site features, and 

allows for quick identification and remediation in the unlikely event of damage.  
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Planning / Building / Code Com pliance / Environm ental / Collaborative Planning Team  (CPT) 

Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) / Local Transportation Commission (LTC) / Regional Planning Advisory Committees (RPACs) 

November 13, 2012 

 

To: Mono County Board of Supervisors 

 

From: Courtney Weiche, Associate Planner 

 Gerry LeFrancois, Principal Planner 

 Stacey Simon, Assistant County Counsel 

 

Re:  Appeal by the Laborers International Union of North America, Local Union 783 of the 

Planning Commission’s approval of the Mammoth Pacific I Replacement Project 

Conditional Use Permit 12-004, Variance 12-002 & Reclamation Plan 12-001, Notice of 

Determination, clarifying General Plan Amendment 12-003 (b) [sic] and Final 

Environmental Impact Report (SCH # 2011022020).   

 

I. RECOMMENDATION 

It is recommended that the Board of Supervisor conduct a public hearing to receive all relevant 

information in considering the appeal by the Laborers International Union of North America, Local 

Union 783 (LIUNA), of the Mammoth Pacific Replacement Project, and either affirm, affirm in part, or 

reverse the Planning Commission’s decision, making appropriate findings. 

 

If the Board affirms, or affirms in part, the Planning Commission’s decisions, then it is recommended that 

the Board adopt the “Resolution of the Mono County Board of Supervisors Denying Appeal of CUP 12-

004, Variance 12-002, Reclamation Plan 12-001,  FEIR Findings and Adoption, and Notice of 

Determination for the Mammoth Pacific Replacement Project, and General Plan Amendment [sic] filed 

by Laborers International Union of North America (LIUNA); Certifying and Adopting the FEIR for the 

Project; and Affirming the Planning Commission’s Approvals,” which is included in the Board packet as 

attachment 8. 

 

II. PLANNING COMMISSION ACTIONS 

Following public hearing held October 11, 2012 the Planning Commission made the required findings 

and took the following actions: 

 

A. Adopted and certified the Final EIR and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) for 

Mammoth Pacific I Replacement Project (the Project);  

 

B. Approved Use Permit 12-004 for the Project, subject to the MMRP and Conditions of Approval, with 

modification of General Condition #3;  

 

C. Approved Variance 12-002 for the Project; 

 

D. Approved Reclamation Plan 12-001 for the Project; 

 

E.   Recommended that the Board of Supervisors approve Clarifying General Plan Amendment 12-003 

(b). 

 

 

http://www.monocounty.ca.gov/
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III. PROJECT OVERVIEW, SETTING AND LAND USE 

The existing Mammoth Pacific Unit I (MP–I) project is a commercial geothermal development project 

operated by Mammoth Pacific L.P. (MPLP) and located near Casa Diablo Hot Springs.  The existing 

MP–I project consists of a binary power plant with a design capacity of about 14 megawatts (MW), a 

geothermal wellfield, production and injection fluid pipelines, and ancillary facilities that have been 

operating since 1984.  The existing MP-I power plant site is located approximately 1,200 feet northeast of 

the intersection of U.S. Highway 395 and California State Route 203 on 90 acres of private (fee) land 

owned by Ormat Nevada, Inc. (Ormat), the parent company of MPLP.    

 

The Mammoth Pacific I Replacement Project (Project)  was proposed by MPLP to replace the aging MP-I 

poweir plant with a new, more modern and efficient binary power plant (M-1), while maintaining the 

existing geothermal wellfield, pipeline system and ancillary facilities.  The proposed M-1 replacement 

power plant would be constructed and operated within the existing Casa Diablo geothermal complex.  It 

would be capable of generating, on average, approximately 18.8 MW (net) of electricity.  No net change 

in the rate of geothermal fluid produced and supplying the existing Casa Diablo geothermal development 

complex would result, and no substantive change to the geothermal reservoir would occur as a result of 

the Project.  During M-1 plant startup operations, the existing MP-1 plant would continue to operate until 

the new M-1 plant becomes commercial, after which time the old MP-1 plant would be closed and 

dismantled.  The old MP-1 plant site would be converted to an equipment storage area as part of the 

decommissioning process and the entire site would be subject to a Reclamation Plan providing for 

ultimate return of the property to natural conditions.  The transition period during with both plants would 

overlap would be a period of up to two years from the date the M-1 plant begins startup operations, but 

would not involve any new geothermal wells or extraction. 

 

The new M-1 plant site would be located to the east of the existing plant on the approximately 50-acre 

parcel, and within an area designated as Resource Extraction (RE) which “is intended to provide for 

protection of the environment and resource extraction activities . . . and for processing plants utilizing on-

site materials or materials found in close proximity to the site.”  The existing MP-1 plant site 

decommissioning activities and establishment of a storage area, would be conducted on private land with 

a land use designation of Resource Management (RM) which is intended “to recognize and maintain a 

wide variety of values in the lands outside existing communities,” including “geothermal or mineral 

resources.” 

 

PROJECT COMPONENTS 
The following approvals are required from Mono County for the Project and were granted by the 

Planning Commission on October 11: 

 

• Certification of the FEIR. 

• A Conditional Use Permit for the M-1 replacement plant (including the granting of a height 

exception for mechanical appurtenances) and decommissioning/reuse of the existing MP-I plant 

site as a storage area; 

• A Variance for:  setback reductions from property line(s); setback reductions from a stream 

designated by a blue line on USGS topographic maps (for structures within the 5.7-acre proposed 

M-1 plant site); use of the existing MP-I plant site as an equipment storage area; and to construct 

an aboveground electrical transmission line; and 

• A Reclamation Plan. 

 

The Project will also require grading and building permits prior to the commencement of construction. 

 

Project approval by the Planning Commission is not effective until the Board clarifies provisions of the 

General Plan related to setbacks from mapped water courses for geothermal development within the Hot 

Creek Buffer Zone.  The Planning Commission recommended that the Board approve a clarifying 
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General Plan amendment, which is on the Board’s agenda following the appeal hearings, to effectuate 

this.  However, the Board could provide clarification by other means including, but not limited to, 

providing an interpretation.  Adoption of the amendment is not required for Project approval, but is 

recommended. 

 

Finally, as noted previously, the Planning Commission approved alternative language to that initially 

proposed for General Condition of Approval #3.  That language is as follows: 

 

GC #:  “The rate of geothermal fluid production supplying the Casa Diablo geothermal complex shall not 

exceed the existing geothermal fluid flow capacity utilized in the complex.” 

 

Following discussions with the Project EIR consultant, staff recommends that if the Board affirms the 

Planning Commission’s approval of the Use Permit and EIR, that it further refine the Planning 

Commission’s language to read as follows: 

 

Revised GC #3: “The combined rate of geothermal fluid production utilized by the Project, including 

during any interim period when the M-1 and MP-1 plants are operating simultaneously, shall not exceed 

the present rate of geothermal fluid flow utilized in the operation of the MP-1 plant, unless offset by 

equivalent reductions at the MP-II plant.” 

 

This revised language is contained in the Resolution recommended for Board approval if it affirms (or 

affirms in part) the Planning Commission’s approvals (attachment 8). 

   

IV. BACKGROUND 

At a public meeting on October 11, 2012, the Planning Commission visited the M-I project site and then 

held a public hearing on the project. At the hearing the Commission received a comment letter with 

attachments, from LIUNA.  Following the public hearing LIUNA filed an appeal application, which was 

received on October 19, 2012.  The application challenged the approval of the Conditional Use Permit, 

Variance, Reclamation Plan, Notice of Determination and the certification/approval of the FEIR.  It also 

challenged what it described as the Planning Commission’s “adoption” of General Plan Amendment 12-

003(b). However, since the Planning Commission’s actions on the GPA were merely advisory, that 

portion of the appeal is premature.  The issues cited by LIUNA in its appeal and summary responses are 

set forth below. 
 

APPEAL ISSUES AND RESPONSES 
Issue 1:  General Plan Inconsistency 

 

There is no inconsistency between the project and the General Plan. The FEIR Responses to 

Comments 9-02 and 9-20 respond to the assertion that the project is inconsistent with the General 

Plan and refer to a complete discussion of the issue contained in the RDEIR2.  

 

Issue 2:  Inaccurate Project Description in EIR 

 

The EIR (consisting of the RDEIR, RDEIR2 and the FEIR) contains an adequate and 

accurate project description.  This is discussed in Final EIR Response to Comments 9-

02, 9-06, 12-01 and 12-02 which all address previous statements by the commenter 

regarding the adequacy and/or accuracy of the project description. The comment 

erroneously asserts that all references to the proposed General Plan Amendments have 

been deleted from the EIR.  In fact, the proposed clarifying General Plan revisions are 
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explicitly identified as being part of the project, although not required in order to 

approve the project, in numerous places in the EIR (e.g., p. 2, p. 160, p. 165, p. 168, p. 

172, p. 174, etc.) 

 

In addition, Bio Protection Measure 7 is not, as the commenter claims, inconsistent 

with the proposed project because the interconnection injection fluid pipeline and 

interconnection transmission lines would not pose a barrier to the movement of deer or 

other wildlife in the area between the existing MP-I plant and the proposed M-1 plant.  

As noted in the RDEIR, these lines would be located at ground level, would be small 

in diameter, and would not represent a “barrier” to deer (EIR page 4-67).   . 

 

Issue 3:  Inadequate Cumulative Impacts Analysis in EIR 

 

The FEIR Responses to Comments 9C-02, 9-12, 9-26 refute concerns raised related to 

hydrology and contain references to those portions of the document presenting the 

information asserted to be absent. Further, the Project would not change existing 

utilization of the geothermal resource nor would it alter the existing wellfield and thus 

has no increased potential to induce seismic activity in the vicinity.  Any change 

associated with the proposed CD-4 project would be an impact that is exclusive to that 

project. 

The FEIR Responses to Comments 9A-02, 9A-13, 9A-14, 9A-16, and 9A-18 address 

the project’s deer impacts and reference applicable provisions and discussion in the 

RDEIR. Also, note citations to the 1987 Kucera deer study conflict with the 

statements made by the commenter regarding the existing deer habitat at the Project 

Site and the impact of the existing geothermal power production facilities on such 

habitat. 

The FEIR Response to Comments 9D-08, 9D-09, 9D-10 address the Project’s air 

quality impacts and reference the applicable provisions and discussion in the RDEIR.   

 

Issue 4:  Impacts on Biological Resources 

 

The FEIR Responses to Comments 9A-02, 9A-03, 9A-13, 9A-14, 9A-16, 9A-18 and 

RDEIR Revision 8 address the issues raised related to deer. Again, citations to the 

1987 Kucera deer study conflict with the statements made by the commenter 

regarding existing deer habitat at the Project Site and the impact of existing 

geothermal power production facilities on such habitat.  

Bio Protection Measure 7 is not, as the commenter claims, inconsistent with the 

proposed project because the interconnection injection fluid pipeline and 

interconnection transmission lines would not pose a barrier to the movement of deer or 

other wildlife in the area between the existing MP-I plant and the proposed M-1 plant.  

As noted in the RDEIR, these lines would be located at ground level, would be small 

in diameter, and would not represent a “barrier” to deer (EIR page 4-67).   The 
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testimony of Dr. James Paulus at the Planning Commission hearing confirmed the 

foregoing, and also confirmed the effectiveness of Bio Protection Measure 8. 

The presence of hot soils in the vicinity of the proposed M-1 plant site (and elsewhere 

in the project area) requires that interconnection lines be placed aboveground. 

Cumulative Bio Mitigation Measure 1 is intended to address the combined impacts of 

the existing and proposed geothermal facilities at or in the immediate vicinity of Casa 

Diablo.  This measure is not required to mitigate any direct impact of the proposed 

project in and of itself.  Bio Protection Measures 7 through 12 are applicable to the 

proposed project and would address potential direct project effects on mule deer and 

wildlife. 

 

Issue 5:  Impacts to Air Quality 

 

No sensitive receptors exist within approximately 1.25 miles of the Project Site, as is noted in the 

RDEIR (p. 4-40).  Thus, no human health risk assessment of the project’s anticipated short-term 

construction-period DPM and NOx emissions is required. The FEIR Responses to Comments 9-

14, 9-15, 9D-06, 9D-07, 9D-09 and 9D-10 also address this assertion and references applicable 

provisions of the RDEIR where support for the conclusions are found.   The RDEIR utilized the 

operational characteristics of the existing MP-1 plant in existence at approximately the time the 

NOP for the proposed project was circulated as the environmental baseline for its analysis. 

 

Issue 6:  County Should Prepare and Recirculate a Supplemental FEIR 

 

No “significant new information” as defined in CEQA has been presented that the public was not 

previously afforded the opportunity to review and provide comment on in either the RDEIR or 

the RDEIR2.  Thus, there is no justification for this request. 

 

 

V. ENCLOSURES  

 

a) Laborers Int’l Union of North America, Local 783 (LIUNA) Appeal Application 

2) Planning Commission Staff Report 

3) Planning Commission Minutes 

4) Planning Commission approval documents  

i) Resolution and attachments 

ii) Notice of Decision and MMRP 

iii) Notice Determination 

5) Planning Commission Comments submitted at the Hearing by LIUNA 

6) Final EIR with Exhibits I, II, & III (previously distributed) 

7) Proposed Resolution Denying Appeal and attachments 
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     DISTRICT #1              DISTRICT #2  DISTRICT #3                 DISTRICT #4                  DISTRICT #5 
   COMMISSIONER         COMMISSIONER          COMMISSIONER            COMMISSIONER            COMMISSIONER 
      Mary Pipersky     Steve Shipley                  Daniel Roberts      Scott Bush              Chris Lizza 

 

DRAFT MINUTES 

OCTOBER 11, 2012  
 

COMMISSIONERS PRESENT: Scott Bush, Chris Lizza, Mary Pipersky, Dan Roberts, Steve Shipley.  

STAFF PRESENT: Scott Burns, CDD director; Gerry Le Francois, principal planner; Courtney Weiche, associate planner; Garrett 
Higerd, public works; Stacey Simon, assistant county counsel; C.D. Ritter, commission secretary  

 

1.  CALL TO ORDER & PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE: Chair Steve Shipley called the meeting to order at the 
Town/County Conference Room, Minaret Village Mall, Mammoth Lakes at 10: a.m. and led the pledge of 
allegiance. 

2. PUBLIC COMMENT: None.  

3. MEETING MINUTES:  

 MOTION: Adopt minutes of September 13, 2012, as submitted: 
 (Lizza/Roberts. Ayes: 3. Absent: Pipersky. Abstain due to absence: Bush.) 
  
4. PUBLIC HEARING:  

A. GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT 12-003 (a) & USE PERMIT 12-003 with associated Deed 
Restriction/Foster. The proposal is to change the land use designation of APN 015-060-047 from Single-Family Residence 

to Commercial Lodging, High, subject to restrictions contained in Conditional Use Permit (CUP) 12-003 and deed restriction to 
allow for transient rentals. Any other use, beyond the approved CUP 12-003 and deed restriction, under the CL-H designation 
would require further planning review and permitting. The .68-acre parcel is located at 4835 Hwy. 158 in the Down Canyon 
area of June Lake. The CUP includes conditions for future permitted land uses, and is subject to GPA approval by the Board of 
Supervisors. The Planning Commission may recommend that the Board of Supervisors approve the proposed General Plan 
Amendment subject to the conditions of approval for CUP 12-003 and deed restriction. The project qualifies as a CEQA 

exemption. Staff: Courtney Weiche, associate planner  
 

 Courtney Weiche reviewed the project, and applicants were present. Entire house would be rented, so it’s not 
a bed-and-breakfast. Use is restricted solely to transient rental, not any other CL-H uses. Jacuzzi will be drained 
after each rental use. 
 Commissioner Shipley wondered if the land use designation change would migrate to adjoining properties. 
Always an option; the area could go from SFR to commercial. 
 Commissioner Roberts recalled that Carson Peak Inn was contentious. Some didn’t want commercial, but 
historically, it’s a commercial node.   
 
OPEN PUBLIC COMMENT: Robert Foster, applicant, cited his parents’ long-term presence in the community 
when involved with June Mountain. With an entrepreneurial streak for himself and June Lake, he wanted a high-
end home to rent to high-end clientele. He’s trying to go green, be above-board. Six cars would fit, but he wants 
only three. Adjacent to Four Seasons and Carson Peak Inn, neighbors likely are not interested. He has a strong 
interest in sustainable economic growth and wants to keep property as part of his heritage. 
 Simon requested a legal description of the property.  

http://www.monocounty.ca.gov/
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 Nadia Foster, co-applicant, cited the time invested in transforming the home into a beautiful retreat and 
preserving its qualities. It loses luxury feel if more than eight people stay. The Fosters’ personal restrictions are 
more severe than Mono’s. CLOSE PUBLIC COMMENT. 

 MOTION: Find that the project is exempt from CEQA as a Categorical Exemption and direct staff to file a 
Categorical Exemption; approve Resolution R12-04; recommend approval of GPA 12-003(a) to the Mono 
Supervisors (BOS); and make required findings in project staff report; and approve Conditional Use Permit 12-
003 subject to Conditions of Approval with associated deed restriction. The permit takes effect upon BOS 
approval. (Bush/Lizza. Ayes: 4. Absent: Pipersky.)  

 
ADJOURN TO SITE VISIT AT GEOTHERMAL PLANT: 10:37 a.m. 

 
5. SITE VISIT OF MAMMOTH PACIFIC I REPLACEMENT PROJECT. The site visit was for the provision of visual 

information regarding the site only – no action was taken nor comments received.  

--- LUNCH BREAK --- 

6. PUBLIC HEARING: 

 B. MAMMOTH PACIFIC I REPLACEMENT PROJECT FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (FEIR), 
CLARIFYING GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT 12-003 (b), CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT 12-004, 

VARIANCE 12-002 & RECLAMATION PLAN 12-001. The Planning Commission may: 1) certify the FEIR; 2) approve 

Conditional Use Permit 12-004 for the M-1 Replacement Plant (including the granting of a height exception for mechanical 
appurtenances) and decommissioning/reuse of the existing MP-I plant site as a storage area; 3) approve Variance 12-002 for 
setback reductions from an exterior property line and blue line stream, and to construct an above-ground electrical transmission 
line; and 4) approve Reclamation Plan 12-001. The Planning Commission may also recommend that the Board of Supervisors 
certify the FEIR and approve General Plan Amendment 12-003 to clarify the County’s intent and interpretation of Chapter 15, 
section 15.070 (B)(1)(d) and Objective D, Policy 1, Action 1.13 of the Energy Resources section of the Conservation and Open 
Space Element pertaining to setbacks from a blue-line stream. The proposed project would replace the aging MP-I geothermal 
power plant with a new, more-modern and -efficient binary power plant (referred to as “M-1”) while maintaining the existing 
geothermal wellfield, pipeline system and ancillary facilities. No new offices or other structures are proposed, with the exception 
of a small substation to be placed on the north side of the project site. The M-1 plant would be located ~500’ east of the 
existing MP-I plant, which is located ~1,200’ northeast of the intersection of US Highway 395 and State Route 203 on 90 acres 
of private (fee) land owned by Ormat Nevada, Inc. The M-1 replacement power plant is anticipated to increase the net 
electricity generation by 34% while utilizing the same geothermal resources for the existing MP-I facility. During M-1 plant 
startup operations, the existing MP-I plant would continue to operate until the new M-1 plant becomes commercial, after which 
time the applicant would close and dismantle the old MP-I plant and would utilize the former plant location for equipment 
storage. The transition period during which both the MP-I and M-1 operations would overlap but would not exceed two years 
from the date the M-1 plant begins startup operations. Staff: Courtney Weiche, associate planner, and Gerry Le Francois, 
principal planner  

 

 Courtney Weiche and Gerry Le Francois reviewed the current facility, in operation since 1984, and presented 
the proposed CUP, variance, reclamation plan, and Clarifying General Plan Amendment. Rob Carnahan, Project 
Environmental Services, presented CEQA materials. A public scoping meeting was held February 2011, and EIR on 
project impacts was released July 2011. Six agency and public comments were received. A revised/recirculated 
DEIR in February 2012 received 10 comments. Based on comments, clarifications to General Plan were made as an 
additional component. RDEIR2 had revisions, but did not replace RDEIR. New land use and planning items were 
added. Two comments were received after July 2012 release. 
 Stacey Simon cited documents received just today from Lozeau/Drury, Adams Broadwell, Joseph & Cardozo. 
Commissioner Shipley stated that last-minute documents can’t be read in two minutes without any background. 
Revised Resolution R12-05 was made available to the public, with minor changes to Exhibits B and C, which were 
explained by staff.  
  
OPEN PUBLIC COMMENT: Fred Stump, Long Valley Fire Protection District, is still conducting fire code review, 
and retained consulting firm using designers hired by Ormat. Height was not an issue for FPD. 
 Any history of incidents? In 1980s, leaked fluid ignited, with exposure problems for adjacent piping. A fire- 
protective water system has been installed since. A second system for redundancy has been proposed. 
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 Ron Leiken represented Ormat, a publicly traded company on the New York Stock Exchange. Ormat has been 
around since 1960s, is a geothermal pioneer in 24 countries, and supplies equipment to other companies. 
Mammoth Pacific was a subsidiary of Ormat until 2010, when Ormat purchased all interest. MP-1, built in 1984, 
owns 90 acres. Leiken discussed Ormat’s excellent environmental record of no adverse impacts. Economic benefits: 
stable primary employment, with royalties to feds ($90,000/yr). Recognition: Ormat has received awards and 
recognition from agencies. New M-1 plant would replace MP-I, produce 15% more energy with same amount of 
resource, and be reclaimed as storage site when M-1 becomes operational. Steam emanates from a natural steam 
vent, not emission from the plant. Ormat tried to avoid site limitations, and the proposed site is the only one 
found. Without a variance, project would have geologic and related impacts. An economic boost during 
construction would be $9.9 million to Mono County and hiring local contractors.  
 Elizabeth Klebaner, California Unions for Reliable Energy, sent comments on all EIRs, with focus on CEQA: 
1) conflict with General Plan; 2) air quality: excess emissions, uncontrolled leaks; 3) biological impacts: no 
geothermal within 500’ of blue-line stream. Setbacks hold unless revised in Specific Plan (SP). Variance is 
applicable only if not in conflict with Specific Plan policies. Mono included Long Valley HAC information, but data do 
not relieve Mono from impacts that were not evaluated or mitigated. Invalid to claim it does not affect Hot Creek. 
She disagreed that resource is stable. Conclusion: Take no action, direct staff to fix deficiencies in EIR, recirculate.  
 Commissioner Bush asked Klebaner why she was here. “Who do you represent?” he inquired. CURE = 
California Unions for Reliable Energy, which is interested in sustainable projects. Its stakeholders recreate/reside in 
Mono and include thousands of members. Bush requested a list of residents to talk to. Commissioner Shipley noted 
statements contradictory to the opposite side. What is the source of expertise? Who said what? Separate analysis. 
Commissioners are lay people who don’t want to debate. Bush stated Ormat is not a new thing. “It’s been running 
28 years with no big problems. Now they’re telling us it’s terrible? It’s been a good experience so far,” he said. 
 Mitchell Tsai, Laborers International Union of North America, Local Union 783, cited concern that the project 
not be detrimental to residents or workers. Mitigate impacts, comply with environmental laws. Ensure sustainable 
levels of mule deer. Their expert biologist concluded significant impact on mule deer. Impacts have not been 
reduced to less-than-significant levels.  
 Commissioner Bush asked Tsai if he wanted to stop the plant also. Bush commented that deer seem to be 
resilient, and the herd hangs around. Tsai cited issues with FEIR: Failure to adopt mitigation measures, particularly 
no lineal barriers that would block migration (he suggested underground). Bush asked if mitigation is enough to 
stop a project that’s been running well for nearly 30 years. Stacey Simon clarified that County’s deer expert did not 
conclude that there would be a significant impact to deer. Tsai contended that additional replacement facility 
would eliminate 5.7 acres of critical deer habitat. Commissioner Shipley asked if a field study was done or they 
relied on prior information. Every project that comes up involves deer migration. Who said what, when, how. Road 
kill occurs every year. Bush noted that normally the goal is to stop a project, but Tsai represents people who would 
work on the project. 
 Curt Nan Nest described Ormat as a great contract to work with, into safety issues, and employees are 
friends who live in Inyo and Mono raising families. All experts looked at this project.  

 Rick Joy, who has worked in Mono County since early 1980s, knows Ormat’s reputation and wants to take 
advantage of natural geothermal resource. 
 David Harvey, Mammoth Lakes planning commissioner but not here in that role, has worked with Ormat for 
years, and thought it unconscionable to delay the process any more. No significant negative impacts have occurred 
in 30 years of operation. An EIR is a subjective document that folks will pick to pieces forever. The commission will 
take testimony and make a decision. “It’s time to move forward, get local economy back on track; local laborers 
are ready and willing to work. Make good positive decisions for our community. The tactic is delay, delay, delay,” 
he said.  
 Brent Allen, nearly 30-yr Mono resident, has worked with Ormat since it came here and found it responsible 
and optimistic about resource use. He wanted to support companies here to help us. 
 Jim McDade, vendor from Inyo County, saw Ormat as safety conscious. He supported the project, as he 
relies on what goes on in Mono County. 
 Dan Lyster chairs the Long Valley Hydrologic Advisory Council (HAC), which has collected monitoring data the 
last 26 years. Changes have occurred, but causes are uncertain. “Scientists do not editorialize on change,” he said. 
Precipitation and seismic events influence the system. No effects have been attributed to the facility. HAC monitors 
hydrology only, not air. Changes occurred due to low precipitation and low runoff. Systems are all tied together. 
Fish hatchery is still operating, plant too.  
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 Commissioner Lizza asked Lyster if streams through property are fed by an ephemeral stream, and would the 
flow end up in Mammoth Creek? It used to flow into Mammoth Creek. More flow occurred last year, but never 
enough to adequately support biological resources because they’re affected by precipitation. Commissioner Shipley 
noted grass growing throughout, looked like drainage ditch. Scott Burns stated policies were developed 20 years 
ago, after plant was built. Any effect on streambed from existing plant? Not to Lyster’s knowledge.  

--- STAFF REQUESTED RECESS AT 2:55 P.M. TO CONFER, RECONVENED AT 3:24 P.M. --- 

 Dr. Jim Paulus, project biologist who has consulted here for 20 years, described Ormat as one of his better 
clients. He has done a lot of research (four studies in last year) and found Ormat to be conscientious. Confusion 
emerges about judging impact and sufficient mitigations. Comments seemed to result from unfamiliarity with the 
area, possibly not being around deer. He showed on a whiteboard a constrained corridor between structures as the 
only place for deer. Aboveground transmission line being added to existing transmission line rack – no new barrier. 
Mitigation would set aside corridors for preservation, not further block existing corridor, with earthen ramp over 
existing pipes. A small number of deer reside here. Only 1.5%-2% go to Mammoth Creek for water or migration. 
 Stacey Simon asked Dr. Paulus to address assertion by LIUNA’s consultant that loss of area under site of 
proposed plant is significant impact, but Dr. Paulus disagreed, didn’t see deer using it.  
 Rob Carnahan, EIR consultant, addressed purported General Plan conflict, air quality emissions (does not 
emit ozone itself), and biological impact on deer (citation provided by commenter’s deer expert in 1987 was 
undercut by study cited). Lyster noted attempts to mitigate impact of pipelines last several years. Vegetation 
intended to screen pipeline was eaten by deer. 
 Stacey Simon noted that staff initially saw a tough call whether to respond to General Plan comment, but 
realized clarification would just moot the issue and ensure that the language was consistent with the County’s 
intention and prior interpretation. Mono integrated zoning into its General Plan pursuant to 1998 Attorney General 
opinion, and setbacks are traditional zoning regulations. Ch. 33 provides for variances from Land Development 
Regulations (zoning-type requirements) located in the General Plan. A 500’ setback for geothermal development 
within the Hot Creek Buffer Zone from blue-line streams is established by Land Development Regulations. 
Mandatory General Plan elements are traditional, broad goals and policies all the way down to action items. 
Majority of action items refer to something already done or that should be done in future. Goal is protecting 
hydrologic resources. Action 1.13 is merely a reference to the Land Development Regulation in Chapter 15, not a 
re-imposition of that regulation. Commenter claims it was imposed twice in different General Plan elements. Revise 
Conservation/Open Space Element to be consistent. A variance is a discretionary act and the commission may or 
may not approve, at its discretion, but the alleged General Plan inconsistency would become a moot issue by 
clarifying. Asserted it’s a conflict, but staff doesn’t think it is. The County has adopted regulations restricting 
geothermal development within 500’ of a water course unless a variance is granted. Staff didn’t see inconsistency. 
It was misreading of language, so change language to be clear to all parties. It’s a non-issue from staff 
perspective. Simon suggested clarifying Condition #3: The rate of geothermal fluid production supplying the Casa 
Diablo geothermal complex shall not exceed existing geothermal fluid flow utilized in the complex.  
 Chair Shipley asked if there was any additional public comment. There being none, public comment was 
closed. CLOSE PUBLIC COMMENT. 
 

DISCUSSION: Commissioner Lizza noted only a 50’ section appears to intrude into 100’ setback, not entire plant. 
Ephemeral stream is impacted much more by existing plant. Deer population: Evaluated by expert and CDFG had 
no negative comments. Union representatives talk about families, but workers would be away from family if 
working here. Far less environmental impact results from geothermal than fossil fuels. “It’s difficult to respond to 
input and comments presented at the beginning of a meeting when document is several pages long. If you want 
serious consideration, get it to commission earlier, or it seems like a delay tactic. Late submission of comments at 
a meeting doesn’t show respect to commission or desire to evaluate comments.”  
 Commissioner Bush heard no one state outright opposition to the project, but thought it could be better or 
more thorough. Every expert saw the project as a positive. He favored this project that would put people to work. 
 Commissioner Roberts reminded that staff had recirculated the EIR, and he saw no reason for more delay. 
 Commissioner Shipley considered successful track record of the plant, nearly nonexistent impacts, putting 
people to work, and an upgrade for safety and efficiency as win/win. Impact on deer is nonexistent. Locating plant 
in already-disturbed site leaves nothing to reclaim, just brush to grow back. He stated he was totally in favor of 
this project that’s been “rehashed a million times over,” and recommended moving forward. 
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   MOTION: Recommend adoption of Resolution R12-05 taking the following actions:  
• Adopt and certify the Final EIR and mitigation monitoring and reporting program for Mammoth Pacific 

1 Replacement Project, finding that: 
1. In compliance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15090 (a); 

a. The Final EIR has been completed in compliance with CEQA; 
b. The Final EIR was presented to the decision-making body of the lead agency, and that the 

decision-making body reviewed and considered the information contained in the Final EIR 
prior to approving the project; and 

c. The Final EIR reflects the lead agency’s independent judgment and analysis. 
• Make required findings and approve Use Permit application 12-004 subject to the Mitigation Monitoring 

and Reporting Program and Conditions of Approval, as modified; and  
• Make required findings and approve Variance 12-002 subject to the Mitigation Monitoring and 

Reporting Program and Conditions of Approval; and 
• Make required findings and approve Reclamation Plan 12-001, subject to the Mitigation Monitoring and 

Reporting Program and Conditions of approval; and  
• Make required findings and recommend that the Board of Supervisors approve Clarifying General Plan 

Amendment 12-003(b), with rewording to the Conservation/Open Space Element suggested by 
Commissioner Lizza: Action 1.13: No geothermal development located within the Hot Creek Buffer 
Zone shall occur The County has adopted land development regulations for geothermal development 
within 500 feet on either side of a surface watercourse (as indicated by a solid or broken blue line on 
U.S. Geological Survey 7.5- or 15-minute series topographic maps) within the Hot Creek Buffer Zone 
(See Mono County Land Development Regulations, Chapter 15, section 15.070(B)(1)(d) ,) which are 
subject to variance only in accordance with Chapter 33 of the Mono County General Plan.  

• Condition #3:  The rate of geothermal fluid production supplying the Casa Diablo geothermal complex 
during the startup operating transition period during which both the proposed M-1 power generation 
facilities and the existing MP-1 plant power generation facilities may operate at the same time shall not 
exceed existing geothermal fluid flow utilized in the complex.  
(Bush/Roberts. Ayes: 4. Absent: Pipersky.) 

 
7. WORKSHOP: None  
 
8. REPORTS:      

A.  DIRECTOR: 1) November meeting: White Mountain Specific Plan/Tract Map revision and D395 overhead line. 
2) Cell tower: Conditions satisfied. 3) June Lake winter: Residents are developing a plan. 4) Flood maps: Higerd 
held well-attended meeting in Chalfant Valley. Update floodplain regulations in a cleanup GPA. 

B.  COMMISSIONERS: None.  
 

9. ADJOURN: 4:11 p.m. 
Prepared by C.D. Ritter, commission secretary  
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RESOLUTION R12-05 
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE MONO COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION  
CERTIFYING THE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

FOR THE MAMMOTH PACIFIC I REPLACEMENT PROJECT, 
APPROVING A CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT, VARIANCE, AND RECLAMATION PLAN 
 FOR THE PROJECT, AND RECOMMENDING THAT THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
APPROVE A CLARIFYING AMENDMENT TO THE MONO COUNTY GENERAL PLAN 

REGARDING GEOTHERMAL DEVELOPMENT  
WITHIN 500 FEET OF A MAPPED WATERCOURSE 

WHEREAS, the Mammoth Pacific I Replacement Project proposes to replace the existing MP-1 
power plant, located near Casa Diablo Hot Springs, with a new, more modern and efficient binary power 
plant to be located on the same site; to provide for reclamation and partial reuse of the existing power 
plant site; and to provide for the ultimate reclamation of all operations on the site, without altering the 
existing geothermal well field or changing the level of geothermal extraction (the “Project”); and 

WHEREAS, the Project includes approval of a Conditional Use Permit; approval of a variance from 
the 100-foot property-line and 500-foot stream setbacks applicable to geothermal development, authorization 
for the placement of an aboveground transmission pipeline, and a recommendation that the Board of 
Supervisors add clarifying language to the Mono County General Plan related to the 500-foot stream 
setback; and 

WHEREAS, Mono County has caused to be prepared an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) 
pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) for the Project; and  

WHEREAS, the Mono County Planning Commission did, on October 11, 2012,  hold a properly 
noticed and advertised public hearing to hear all testimony relevant to the Project, Final EIR, and approvals; 
and   

WHEREAS, based on the information provided in the draft and Final EIRs, public comment 
received on the Project, and taking into account the recommendations of staff, the Mono County Planning 
Commission desires to approve the Conditional Use Permit, grant the requested variance, approve the 
Reclamation Plan, and recommend that the Board of Supervisors approve the clarifying General Plan 
amendment.  
 
NOW, THEREFORE, Mono County Planning Commission hereby FINDS and RESOLVES that: 
 

1. A Final Environmental Impact Report (Final EIR) has been completed for the Project in 
compliance with CEQA; and 
 

2. The Final EIR has been presented to the Planning Commission, which is the decision 
maker with respect to the Conditional Use Permit, Variance, and Reclamation Plan for the 
Project and is the advisory body to the Board of Supervisors with respect to the proposed 
General Plan Amendment; and  
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3. The Planning Commission has reviewed and considered the information contained in the Final 

EIR (and the draft EIRs) for the Project; and 

 
4. The Final EIR reflects the lead agency’s independent judgment and analysis; and  

 
5. The Final EIR has identified potentially significant effects of the project which, as the result of 

changes or alterations incorporated into the Project, have been avoided or reduced to a less-than-
significant level, as set forth in Exhibit A to this resolution, which is hereby incorporated by this 
reference as if fully set forth herein; and 

 
6. Potential alternatives to the proposed Project are either not feasible or do not provide 

environmental benefit in comparison to the proposed Project, as set forth in Exhibit A; and 
 

7. The Mono County Planning Commission does hereby certify and adopt the Final EIR and the 
mitigation monitoring and reporting program for the Mammoth Pacific I Replacement Project.  
 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT the Mono County Planning Commission hereby: 
 

1. Makes each of the findings set forth in Exhibit B to this resolution, which is hereby 
incorporated by reference as if fully set forth herein, related to approval of a variance from 
specified provisions of the Land Development Regulations and Land Use Designation; and 
 

2. Approves Variance 12-002 authorizing a variance from the 100-foot property line setback, a 
variance from the 500-foot surface watercourse setback, and a variance from the provisions 
of section 11.010 of the General Plan related to the undergrounding of utilities for the 
Project, as described in the EIR. 

 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT the Mono County Planning Commission hereby: 
 

1. Makes each of the findings set forth in Exhibit C to this resolution, which is hereby 
incorporated by reference as if fully set forth herein, related to approval of a Conditional 
Use Permit for the Project; and 
 

2. Approves Conditional Use Permit 12-004 for the Project, including all Conditions of 
Approval, the Mitigation Monitoring, and Reporting Program, and a height exception for 
mechanical appurtenances, as described in the EIR. 

 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT the Mono County Planning Commission hereby: 
 

1. Makes each of the findings set forth in Exhibit D to this resolution, which is hereby 
incorporated by reference as if fully set forth herein, related to approval of a Reclamation 
Plan for the Project; and  
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2. Approves Reclamation Plan 12-001 for the Project. 
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT, the Mono County Planning Commission hereby: 
 

1. Finds that the proposed change to the text of the Land Development Regulations of the 
General Plan in General Plan Amendment 12-003(b) is consistent with the General Plan and 
any applicable area plan as set forth in Exhibit E to this resolution, which is attached hereto 
and hereby incorporated by reference; and 
 

2.  Recommends that the Board of Supervisors approve the Final EIR and GPA 12-003(b), 
which clarifies existing language in the Mono County General Plan related to setbacks from 
a surface watercourse applicable to geothermal development.  

  
PASSED AND ADOPTED this 11th day of October, 2012, by the following vote of the Planning 
Commission, County of Mono: 
 
 AYES :  Scott Bush, Chris Lizza, Dan Roberts, Steve Shipley 
 
 NOES :  
 
 ABSENT : Mary Pipersky 
 
 ABSTAIN :  
 
                    ________________________________ 
       Steve Shipley, Chair 
  
 
 
 
ATTEST:      APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
 
____________________________   _______________________________              
CD Ritter                                                             Stacey Simon  
Secretary of the Planning Commission Assistant County Counsel 
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EXHIBIT A 
 

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT FINDINGS PURSUANT TO CEQA GUIDELINE 
SECTION 15091 

MAMMOTH PACIFIC I REPLACEMENT PROJECT 
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

 
The State of California Public Resources Code Section 21081 and CEQA Guidelines Section 
15091 require a public agency, prior to approving a project, to identify significant impacts of the 
project and make one or more of three allowable findings for each of the significant impacts: 
 

• The first allowable finding is that “[c]hanges or alterations have been required in, or 
incorporated into, the project which avoid or substantially lessen the significant 
environmental effect as identified in the Final EIR.” (State CEQA Guidelines Section 
15091, subd. (a)(1)) 

• The second allowable finding is that “[s]uch changes or alterations are within the 
responsibility and jurisdiction of another public agency and not the agency making the 
finding.  Such changes have been adopted by such other agency or can and should be 
adopted by such other agency.” (State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15091, subd. (a)(2)) 

• The third allowable finding is that “[s]pecific economic, legal, social, technological, or 
other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly trained 
workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the 
Final EIR.” (State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15091 (a)(3)) 

After reviewing the Final EIR and the public record on the Project, the County hereby makes the 
findings in Parts I through IV of this document regarding the significant effects of the Mammoth 
Pacific I Replacement Project (Project) pursuant to Section 15091 of the State CEQA Guidelines.   

All effects of the Project on the environment are hereby found to be not significant after 
mitigation.  Cumulative impacts of the Project in conjunction with other related approved, 
proposed, or projects currently under construction have been addressed where applicable, and 
would not be significant after mitigation.   
 
PART I: FINDINGS RELATIVE TO POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS 
 
Because certain effects of the Project were analyzed in the EIR as potentially significant and 
because project design features, alterations, or mitigation measures have been imposed which 
avoid or further reduce those effects, the Planning Commission hereby finds as follows: 
 
A. Aesthetics 

1. Potentially Significant Effect

 

:  The Project could substantially degrade the 
existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings if not subject 
to design features, alterations, or mitigation measures. 

Statement of Facts:  The Project implements design features designed to screen 
the proposed M-1 plant from public view.  These features consist of earth-tone 
painting, pine tree preservation, a restriction on the height of materials stored, 
and placement of the interconnection transmission line near ground level.  In 
addition, a Landscape Plan has been prepared and must be approved by the 
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County.  The Landscape Plan identifies specific visual screening measures to be 
implemented at the storage yard to be located in the footprint of the existing MP-
I plant, which is to be removed.  With implementation of these design features 
and the protection measure, Project impacts would be less than significant and no 
mitigation is required. 
 
Finding

 

:  Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into the 
Project which reduces this potential impact to a level that is less than significant. 

2. Potentially Significant Effect

 

:  The Project could create a new source of 
substantial light or glare that would adversely affect nighttime views in the area 
if not subject to design features, alterations, or mitigation measures. 

Statement of Facts

 

:  The Project implements design features to reduce nighttime 
visibility caused by lighting of the proposed M-1 plant and associated facilities.  
These features consist of downward projection of power plant lighting and 
preparation/implementation of an Outdoor Lighting Plan for the Project in 
conformance with County Dark Sky Regulations.  With implementation of these 
design features, Project impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation 
is required. 

Finding

 

:  Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into the 
Project which reduces this potential impact to a level that is less than significant. 

B. Air Quality 
 

1. Potentially Significant Effect

 

:  The Project could conflict with or obstruct 
implementation of the applicable air quality plan if not subject to design features, 
alterations, or mitigation measures. 

Statement of Facts

 

:  The Project implements design features designed to 
eliminate the potential for conflicts with applicable Great Basin Unified Air 
Pollution Control District (GBUAPCD) plans and policies, including obtaining 
an Authority to Construct permit for the proposed M-1 plant and permits to 
operate the diesel fueled emergency generator and firewater pump generator.  All 
permits shall be obtained from the GBUAPCD.  With implementation of these 
design features, Project impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation 
is required. 

Finding

 

:  Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into the 
Project which reduces this potential impact to a level that is less than significant. 

2. Potentially Significant Effect

 

:  The Project could result in the violation of an air 
quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing air quality violation if 
not subject to design features, alterations, or mitigation measures. 

Statement of Facts:  The Project implements design features to ensure that air 
pollution emissions from the site are reduced to the maximum extent practicable.  
These features consist of installing a vapor recovery unit to capture motive fluid 
that could otherwise be released during plant maintenance and compliance with 
fugitive dust emission control measures during Project construction activity.  
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With implementation of these design features, Project impacts would be less than 
significant and no mitigation is required. 
 
Finding

 

:  Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into the 
Project which reduces this potential impact to a level that is less than significant. 

C. Biological Resources 
 

1. Potentially Significant Effect

 

:  The Project could have a substantial adverse 
effect on riparian habitat and/or federally protected wetlands as defined by 
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act if not subject to design features, alterations, 
or mitigation measures. 

Statement of Facts

 

:  The Project implements design features designed to reduce 
soil erosion and sedimentation impacts associated with runoff from the Project 
site.  These design features include installation of a subsurface retention basin at 
the proposed M-1 plant site, implementation of erosion control/stormwater 
construction best management practices (BMPs) in the interim site reclamation 
plan for the MP-I plant site, and implementation of M-1 plant site construction 
and post-construction BMPs.  With implementation of these design features, 
Project impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation is required. 

Finding

 

:  Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into the 
Project which reduces this potential impact to a level that is less than significant. 

2. Potentially Significant Effect

 

:  The Project could interfere with the movement of 
native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native 
resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife 
nursery sites if not subject to design features, alterations, or mitigation measures. 

Statement of Facts

 

:  The Project implements design features intended to reduce 
potential interference with fish and wildlife.  These design features include (a) 
implementation of a 15 mile-per-hour speed limit for all on-site construction 
vehicles; (b) construction and operation noise reduction measures including use 
of noise attenuation devices on construction equipment; (c) incorporation of 
erosion/sedimentation and spill control measures into the Project design, 
including a Spill Prevention, Control and Countermeasure (SPCC) Plan; (d) 
avoiding removal of existing trees in the placement of the interconnection 
injection pipeline; (e) prohibition on the installation of linear barriers to 
movement of deer or other wildlife between the existing plant and the 
replacement plant; (f) construction of a new deer crossing; (f) maintenance of 
existing mule deer movement corridor on northeastern side of complex; (g) 
fencing of waste facilities to avoid attracting potential predators; (h) shielding of 
lighting; (i) dog leash requirements; (j) slope limitations to prevent wildlife from 
being trapped in basins; (k) installation of passive raptor deterrents, and (l) 
revegetation requirements.  With implementation of these design features, Project 
impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation is required. 

Finding

 

:  Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into the 
Project which reduces this potential impact to a level that is less than significant. 
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3. Potentially Significant Effect

 

:  In the absence of the Project, there could be an 
adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on species 
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or regional 
plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Game 
or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service if not subject to design features, alterations, or 
mitigation measures. 

Statement of Facts

 

:  MPLP is currently conducting the hydrologic and biological 
monitoring prescribed by Mono County General Plan with respect to its existing 
operations, but existing permit requirements for such monitoring only exist under 
the MP-II and PLES-I project approvals.  Should these two projects be 
abandoned prior to the abandonment of the MP-I Replacement Project, there 
would be no permit requirement to continue the prescribed monitoring for what 
could be an extended MP-I project life.  Should the existing geothermal resource 
production and injection activities from the MP-I Plant result in changes in the 
temperature, flow rate or quality of the Hot Creek headsprings supporting the 
critical habitat of the Owens tui chub, then this could be a potentially significant 
impact under CEQA.  Bio Mitigation Measure 1, which subjects the Project to 
the applicable hydrologic and biologic monitoring and remedial action program 
requirements set forth in the County General Plan, would ensure that such 
monitoring continues.   

Finding

 

:  Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into the 
Project which reduces this potential impact from existing operations to a level 
that is less than significant. 

4. Potentially Significant Effect

 

:  The Project could have an adverse effect, either 
directly or through habitat modifications, on species identified as a candidate, 
sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans, policies, or 
regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service if not subject to design features, alterations, or mitigation 
measures. 

Statement of Facts

 

:  As a result of the findings of the baseline biological 
resources survey, multiple actions were identified which, if implemented, would 
further reduce the potentially adverse effects of the Project on biological 
resources. These actions and others identified by this assessment have been 
compiled into required Bio Protection Measures 2 through 16.  With 
implementation of these protection measures, Project impacts would remain less 
than significant and no mitigation is required. 

Finding

 

:  Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into the 
Project which reduces this potential impact to a level that is less than significant. 

D. Cultural Resources 
 

1. Potentially Significant Effect:  The Project could cause a substantial adverse 
change in the significance of a historical or archaeological resource, may directly 
or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource, and/or may disturb 
undocumented human remains if not subject to design features, alterations, or 
mitigation measures. 
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Statement of Facts

 

:  The Project implements a design feature intended to reduce 
any potential impact to historical, archaeological, or paleontological resources 
that may be encountered at the Project site.  This design feature requires the 
implementation of all environmental protection measures to reduce the adverse 
effects of the Project on cultural resources that were recommended in the 
baseline cultural resources survey reports prepared for the Project area.  In 
addition, Cultural Protection Measure 1 is required to ensure that any human 
remains encountered during the construction phase of the Project are properly 
treated.  With implementation of this design feature and protection measure, 
Project impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation is required. 

Finding

 

:  Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into the 
Project which reduces this potential impact to a level that is less than significant. 

 
E. Geology and Soils 
 

1. Potentially Significant Effect

 

:  The Project could expose structures to potential 
substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss involving rupture of a 
known earthquake fault, strong seismic ground shaking, or seismic-related 
ground failure if not subject to design features, alterations, or mitigation 
measures. 

Statement of Facts

 

:  The Project implements design features intended to reduce 
any potential adverse effects resulting from seismic activity in the surrounding 
vicinity.  These design features would require the implementation of all measures 
recommended in the geotechnical site investigation reports to mitigate impacts 
due to geotechnical, soils, and geologic constraints; as well as require that all 
Project structures be constructed to meet applicable earthquake safety codes and 
the 2010 Uniform Building Code adopted by the County.  In addition, Cultural 
Protection Measure 1 is required to ensure that any human remains encountered 
during the construction phase of the Project are properly treated.  With 
implementation of these design features, Project impacts would be less than 
significant and no mitigation is required. 

Finding

 

:  Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into the 
Project which reduces this potential impact to a level that is less than significant. 

F. Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
 

1. Potentially Significant Effect

 

:  The Project could create a hazard to the public or 
the environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous 
materials if not subject to design features, alterations, or mitigation measures. 

Statement of Facts

 

:  The Project implements a design feature requiring that no 
hazardous materials, chemicals, or wastes be stored in the new storage yard to be 
constructed in the footprint of the decommissioned MP-I plant.  With 
implementation of this design feature, Project impacts would be less than 
significant and no mitigation is required. 
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Finding

 

:  Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into the 
Project which reduces this potential impact to a level that is less than significant. 

2. Potentially Significant Effect

 

:  The Project could create a hazard to the public or 
the environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions 
involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment if not subject to 
design features, alterations, or mitigation measures. 

Statement of Facts

 

:  The Project implements design features requiring that (a) the 
power plant site be designed and constructed to prevent fluids from leaving the 
site and to prevent runoff from being channeled or directed in an unnatural way 
so as to cause erosion or siltation; (b) install and maintain a system of pressure 
and flow sensing devices capable of detecting leaks and spills and regular 
inspection of all lines; (c) include the M-1 plant site and operations within the 
existing hazardous material management and emergency response program at the 
Casa Diablo geothermal complex; and (d) include the M-1 plant and operations 
within the existing fire prevention and suppression program at the Casa Diablo 
geothermal complex.  With implementation of these design features, Project 
impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation is required. 

Finding

 

:  Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into the 
Project which reduces this potential impact to a level that is less than significant. 

G. Hydrology and Water Quality 
 

1. Potentially Significant Effect

 

:  The Project could provide additional sources of 
polluted runoff if not subject to design features, alterations, or mitigation 
measures. 

Statement of Facts

 

:  The Project shall implement design features designed to 
reduce soil erosion and sedimentation impacts associated with runoff from the 
Project site.  These design features include installation of a subsurface retention 
basin at the proposed M-1 plant site, implementation of erosion 
control/stormwater construction best management practices (BMPs) in the 
interim site reclamation plan for the MP-I plant site, and implementation of M-1 
plant site construction and post-construction BMPs.  With implementation of 
these design features, Project impacts would be less than significant and no 
mitigation is required. 

Finding

 

:  Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into the 
Project which reduces this potential impact to a level that is less than significant. 

2. Potentially Significant Effect

 

:  The Project could degrade water quality if not 
subject to design features, alterations, or mitigation measures. 

Statement of Facts:  The Project implements a design feature to reduce the 
potential for pollution to reach surface drainages.  This design feature includes 
incorporation of erosion/sedimentation and spill control measures into the Project 
design, including a Spill Prevention, Control and Countermeasure (SPCC) Plan.  
The power plant site must also be designed and constructed to prevent spills from 
leaving the site and to prevent runoff from being channeled or directed in an 
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unnatural way so as to cause erosion or siltation.  In addition to this design 
feature, implementation of Hydro Mitigation Measures 1 and 2 is required in 
order to provide additional spill containment and emergency response planning at 
the Project site.  Hydro Mitigation Measure 3, which would subject the Project to 
the applicable hydrologic and biologic monitoring and remedial action program 
requirements set forth in the County General Plan, (to which the existing MP-1 
plant is not currently subject) will further enhance such protections.   
 
Finding

 

:  Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into the 
Project which reduces this potential impact to a level that is less than significant. 

3. Potentially Significant Effect

 

:  The Project could violate waste discharge 
requirements if not subject to design features, alterations, or mitigation measures. 

Statement of Facts

 

:  The Project implements a design feature to avoid the 
alteration of or discharge of material to the existing stream channel crossing the 
site.  No element of the project construction will result in the alteration of, or 
discharge of fill material to, the blue-line drainage channel that crosses the site 
between the existing MP-I and proposed M-1 plant sites, adjacent to Old 
Highway 395.  Prior to commencement of construction, the Applicant shall 
provide to the County the proposed engineering design for the road crossing 
which demonstrates to the County that no impact to this drainage channel would 
occur as a result of project construction.  With implementation of this design 
feature, Project impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation is 
required. 

Finding

 

:  Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into the 
Project which reduces this potential impact to a level that is less than significant. 

H. Noise 
 

1. Potentially Significant Effect

 

:  The Project could result in a substantial temporary 
or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the Project vicinity above levels 
existing without the Project if not subject to design features, alterations, or 
mitigation measures. 

Statement of Facts

 

:  The Project shall implement design features to reduce noise 
associated with Project construction activities.  These design features limit 
construction activities to daylight hours, require on-site construction equipment 
to be equipped with noise attenuation devices, and require all construction 
activities and normal Project operations to comply with applicable County noise 
requirements.  With implementation of these design features, Project impacts 
would be less than significant and no mitigation is required. 

Finding

 

:  Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into the 
Project which reduces this potential impact to a level that is less than significant. 

I. Cumulative Effects 
 

1. Potentially Significant Effect:  The Project could combine with existing 
development in the vicinity to create a new source of substantial light or glare 
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that would adversely affect nighttime views in the area if not subject to design 
features, alterations, or mitigation measures. 

 
Statement of Facts

 

:  The Project implements a protection measure to reduce 
nighttime lighting within the Casa Diablo geothermal complex.  This protection 
measure requires that all projects within the Casa Diablo geothermal complex 
comply with applicable County lighting standards.  With implementation of this 
protection measure, cumulative impacts would be less than significant and no 
mitigation is required. 

Finding

 

:  Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into the 
Project which reduces this potential impact to a level that is less than significant. 

2. Potentially Significant Effect

 

:  The Project could combine with existing 
development in the vicinity to result in the violation of an air quality standard or 
contribute substantially to an existing air quality violation if not subject to design 
features, alterations, or mitigation measures. 

Statement of Facts

 

:  The Project implements a protection measure to ensure that 
fugitive dust emissions from the site are reduced to the maximum extent 
practicable.  This measure restricts Project-related vehicle speeds on all unpaved 
access roads to 15 miles per hour.  With implementation of this protection 
measure, cumulative impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation is 
required. 

Finding

 

:  Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into the 
Project which reduces this potential impact to a level that is less than significant. 

3. Potentially Significant Effect

 

:  The Project could combine with existing 
development in the vicinity to interfere with the movement of native resident or 
migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory 
wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites if not subject 
to design features, alterations, or mitigation measures. 

Statement of Facts

 

:  The Project implements Cumulative Bio Mitigation Measure 
1 to reduce potential interference with fish and wildlife.  This mitigation requires 
that constraints to wildlife movement through the Casa Diablo Hot Springs area 
be evaluated as part of any new development project proposed in the area.  
Measures shall be included as part of each new development project that would 
prevent the respective project from becoming a substantial obstacle to wildlife 
movement through or around the respective proposed development area. With 
implementation of this mitigation measure, cumulative impacts would be reduced 
to a less than significant level. 

Finding

 

:  Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into the 
Project which reduces this potential impact to a level that is less than significant. 

4. Potentially Significant Effect:  The Project could combine with existing 
development in the vicinity to have an adverse effect, either directly or through 
habitat modifications, on species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special 
status species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the 
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California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service if not 
subject to design features, alterations, or mitigation measures. 

 
Statement of Facts

 

:  The storage of water in lined wellfield basins would 
continue to attract wildlife and has the potential for similar cumulative impacts 
on wildlife as a result of any wellfield expansion associated with new geothermal 
development that is not a part of the Project.  The existing wellfield could be 
expanded by the addition of new wells and well sites to provide the additional 
geothermal fluid needed to support the proposed CD-4 power plant.  This impact 
could be cumulatively significant if future lined well site basins are constructed 
in a manner that prevents wildlife from escaping from the basins.  Cumulative 
Bio Mitigation Measure 2 is therefore required for County approved projects and 
should be considered as a requirement by federal agencies as a stipulation for 
approval of geothermal projects on public land in the vicinity of Casa Diablo Hot 
Springs.  With implementation of this mitigation measure, cumulative impacts 
would be reduced to a less than significant level. 

Finding

 

:  Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into the 
Project which reduces this potential impact to a level that is less than significant. 

5. Potentially Significant Effect

 

:  The Project could combine with existing 
development in the vicinity to have an adverse effect, either directly or through 
habitat modifications, on species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special 
status species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the 
California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service if not 
subject to design features, alterations, or mitigation measures. 

Statement of Facts

 

:  MPLP is currently conducting the hydrologic and biological 
monitoring prescribed by Mono County General Plan, but existing permit 
requirements for such monitoring only exist under the MP-II and PLES-I project 
approvals.  Should these two projects be abandoned prior to the abandonment of 
the MP-I Replacement Project, there would be no permit requirement to continue 
the prescribed monitoring for what could be an extended MP-I project life.  
Hydro Mitigation Measure 3, would subject the Project to the applicable 
hydrologic and biologic monitoring and remedial action program requirements 
set forth in the County General Plan, preventing such a lapse from occurring.   

Finding

 

:  Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into the 
Project which reduces this potential impact to a level that is less than significant. 

6. Potentially Significant Effect

 

:  The Project could combine with existing and/or 
proposed geothermal development in the vicinity to degrade water quality if not 
subject to design features, alterations, or mitigation measures. 

Statement of Facts:  Should the continued geothermal resource production and 
injection activities from the MP-I Project, in combination with other existing and 
future geothermal power plant projects in the Hot Creek Buffer Zone, result in 
changes in the temperature, flow rate or quality of the Hot Creek headsprings 
used for Hot Creek Fish Hatchery operations, then this could be a potentially 
significant impact under CEQA.  Cumulative Hydro Mitigation Measure 3, 
which would subject all existing and future geothermal power plant projects in 
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the Hot Creek Buffer Zone, or in the vicinity of Casa Diablo Hot Springs, to the 
applicable hydrologic and biologic monitoring and remedial action program 
requirements set forth in the County General Plan, would reduce this potential 
impact to a less than significant level. 
 
Finding

 

:  Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into the 
Project which reduces this potential impact to a level that is less than significant. 

PART II: FINDINGS RELATIVE TO UNAVOIDABLE SIGNIFICANT 
ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS 

 
No unavoidable significant environmental effects would result from implementation of the 
Project. 
 
PART III: FINDINGS RELATIVE TO ALTERNATIVES 
 
1. No Project Alternative

 

:  If the Project is denied, the existing MP–I power plant would not 
be replaced by the new technology proposed for the Project, and the more efficient 
conversion of the available geothermal heat energy to electrical energy afforded by the 
proposed replacement plant technology and equipment would not be realized.  The aging 
MP–I power plant would be expected to continue to operate as long as repair and 
restoration of the facility remains economically practical, but the long-term continuing 
utilization of the MP-I project geothermal resources could be shortened due to eventual 
equipment failure.  The No Project Alternative would not meet most of the basic project 
objectives.  Objectives that would not be met include (a) Applicant’s objectives: to 
optimize the amount of electrical energy that can be generated from the available 
geothermal resources, and to ensure continuous power generation and maximize 
utilization of the geothermal resource …; and (b) the County goals, policies and 
objectives: to permit the productive and beneficial development of alternative energy 
resources, including geothermal resources; and to ensure the orderly and sound 
economic development of geothermal resources... 

FINDING

 

: The No Project Alternative is infeasible because it is inconsistent with and 
does not meet project objectives. 

2. Alternative Power Plant Location (North Site):  The selected North Site Alternative 
would be on public land administered by the USFS located north of the existing SCE 
substation and east of the proposed Casa Diablo IV Geothermal Development Project 
(CD–4) power plant site.  It is assumed that the North Site Alternative would be 
constructed within an approximately 5.7-acre footprint essentially the same as that 
described for the Project.  An approximately 600-foot interconnection transmission line 
would need to be constructed from the alternative plant site to the existing SCE 
substation.  In addition, new production and injection fluid pipelines would need to be 
constructed to the North Site Alternative plant site.  The new pipelines would be assumed 
to parallel the pipeline route of the proposed CD–4 Project from the existing MP–I plant 
site to the North Site Alternative plant site – a distance of about one mile.  The 
construction, MP–I decommissioning, operations, and eventual site reclamation of the 
North Site Alternative geothermal development would be essentially the same as those 
activities described for the Project with only minor site–specific adjustments.  Approval 
for development on the North Site Alternative would require NEPA review and approval 
from federal agencies. 
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FINDING

 

:  The North Site Alternative would result in very similar impacts to those 
identified for the proposed Project.  However, selection of the North Site Alternative 
plant site would require construction of approximately one mile of new geothermal 
pipeline corridor resulting in greater impacts on biological resources and more 
construction related air emissions.  The location of the North Site Alternative plant site 
would be within a Jeffrey Pine forested area and would be susceptible to greater potential 
wildland fire hazard than the proposed M-1 plant site.  This was determined to be a 
potentially significant impact.  The North Site Alternative power plant site would be less 
visible from major roadways than the proposed Project plant site, but visual impacts were 
not determined to be significant from either of the plant sites.  The proposed Project is 
considered environmentally superior to the North Site Alternative. 

3. Identification of the Environmentally Superior Alternative

 

:  The proposed Project, as 
amended by the conditions and mitigation/protection measures prescribed in the EIR, is 
the environmentally superior alternative based on the discussion and findings above. 

14



1 
 

Exhibit B 
Variance 12-002 

Findings and Rationale 
 

A. Because of special circumstances (other than monetary hardship) applicable to the 
property, including its size, shape, topography, location, or surroundings, the strict 
application of the provision of the land use designations or land development regulations 
deprives such property of privileges (not including the privilege of maintaining a 
nonconforming use or status) enjoyed by other property in the vicinity and in an identical 
land use designation.  
 
1. Setbacks.

 

  The proposed Project includes a request for a variance from two required 
setbacks; 100 feet from the south line and 500 feet from a surface watercourse. The 
proposed locations on the site were specifically chosen, and the requested variances are 
needed, to avoid the many geological and geotechnical constraints present in the Project 
parcel area and to minimize lot disturbance. As stated in the letter from Black Eagle 
Consulting, Inc. (BEC) dated September 7, 2012, (the “BEC Letter”), the proposed 
location is necessary to minimize risks to the plant, its supporting facilities, and operating 
personnel.  In addition, continued use of the existing plant site for ancillary facilities 
reduces site disturbance by avoiding the relocation of those uses to another area on the 
site. 

A number of geologic hazards are inherent to the surrounding areas on the parcel. To the 
north and east of the proposed plant location (away from the south property line) are 
extremely hot soils as well as active steam vents and associated weak soils. These 
conditions are hazardous to both personnel and plant equipment. Moving the facilities 
north would also greatly increase the size of the cut slope and raises the elevation so that 
they would be more visible from Highway 395.  Site disturbance would also increase, as 
the existing plant location would not be utilized.   
 
Moving the facilities to the south would cause them to be closer to the property line and 
would place critical structures on highly compressible soils, unsuitable for conventional 
foundation support or even placement of the necessary fill. Moving the replacement plant 
to the west would bring it even closer to the intermittent stream as well as to an active, 
unnamed fault located about 0.1 miles to the west of the western boundary of the 
proposed site. There are active steam vents associated with this fault that must be 
avoided.  
 
Other properties within the Hot Creek Buffer Zone are currently developed with 
geothermal facilities (as described in section 5.1.1 of the EIR, and figure 38) or proposed 
for future development and thus enjoy the privileges of such use.  Because those 
properties are not subject to the same geological and geophysical constraints, such uses 
are conforming. 
 
2.   Aboveground transmission line.  As noted in the EIR and the BEC Letter, much of 
the Project site consists of geothermal soils having elevated temperatures. Generally, 
underground transmission lines require properly designed thermal backfill to reduce heat 
buildup and consequent loss of electrical conductivity or even melting of the conduit.  
However, such heat buildup in an underground transmission line crossing warm or hot 
areas in the soil cannot be mitigated with thermal backfill and a variance to place the 
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transmission line above ground is necessary and does not constitute a special privilege.  
(See BAC Letter, September 7, 2012).   
 

B. The grant of variance will not constitute a special privilege inconsistent with the limitations 
upon other properties in the vicinity and in the land use designation in which the property 
is situated. 
 
1.  Setbacks

 

.  As illustrated in the BEC letter and in FEIR Drawing 1, development of the 
Project site is highly constrained as a result of steep slopes, fault zones, and geothermal 
soils/fumaroles. The site is also bisected by an intermittent surface watercourse. The 
combination of these conditions is unique to the Project site, and other parcels designated RE 
and/or within the Hot Creek Buffer Zone are not similarly limited. In fact, several are already 
developed with geothermal facilities or proposed for such development. (See FEIR Figure 1 
and RDEIR sections 5.1.1 and 5.1.2.)   

The only other non-federally-owned parcel within the Casa Diablo portion of the Hot Creek 
Buffer Zone, owned by LADWP, consists of 194 acres. The LADWP parcel has ample area 
available for geothermal development such as that proposed on the Project site (see FEIR 
Drawing 1).  Accordingly, the grant of a variance for the proposed Project would not 
constitute a special privilege inconsistent with the limitations on other nearby or similarly-
situated properties but instead, would put it on par with such properties.  The County’s land 
use regulations do not apply on federal land. 

 
2. Aboveground transmission line

 

. Mono County Land Development Regulations 
authorize the placement of distribution facilities such as the proposed transmission line 
underground without discretionary approval by the County.  (See Mono County General Plan, 
Section 11.010(B).)  Those regulations provide for aboveground placement pursuant to 
director review permit or use permit if any one of four findings can be made.   (See Mono 
County General Plan, Section 11.010(D).) Alternatively, a variance may be granted to allow 
aboveground use where the conditions justifying a variance exist.  (See Mono County 
General Plan Chapter 33).  The proposed aboveground line is capable of being approved 
pursuant to either procedure, as either of the required findings can be made.  Specifically, 
under Section 11.010(D)(1), the pipeline will not significantly disrupt the character of the 
area (See RDEIR sections 2.1.3 and 4.2.3 concluding that there will not be a significant visual 
impact associated with the Project or the aboveground pipeline; see also the discussion of the 
existing environment, indicating the presence of other above ground transmission lines and 
geothermal infrastructure in the vicinity.)  Likewise, the finding for aboveground placement 
under Section 11.010(D)(2) can be made since aboveground placement would decrease the 
line’s exposure to environmental hazards (e.g., heated soils) thus making it environmentally 
superior to undergrounding.  (See BEC Letter.)  Other private properties in the area meeting 
these (or the other listed) criteria are also eligible to request approval for aboveground 
utilities pursuant to Section 11.010, if they meet the stated criteria.   

Accordingly, the grant of a variance would not constitute a special privilege inconsistent with 
limitations imposed on other properties. 

 
C. The grant of variance will not be detrimental to the public welfare or injurious to property 

or improvements in the area in which the property is situated. 
 

1. Setbacks. A number of geologic hazards are inherent to the surrounding area. The 
proposed location of the M-1 replacement plant (and supporting facilities) would actually 
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lessen any exposure to hazardous conditions and would minimize risks to both the plant 
and its operating personnel, in comparison to other locations on the property. (See, e.g., 
BEC Letter.)  Adjoining property consists of thousands of acres of undeveloped land 
owned by the federal government.  The only other nearby development consists of similar 
geothermal operations. Accordingly, a minor variation from the property line setback 
would have no impact on improvements or property in the area. 
 
And Project design features and required mitigation measures, including installation of a 
subsurface retention basin and a sediment trap, implementation of erosion 
control/stormwater construction best management practices (BMPs), post-construction 
BMPs, restrictions on the existing plant site during its interim use for storage (e.g., 
prohibition on cleaning or fueling equipment, limitations on what may be stored, and 
height limitations) that will reduce and avoid the possibility of hydrologic impacts on the 
site as discussed in section 4.8.3 of the EIR and the Reclamation Plan, as well as reduce 
visual impacts as discussed on pages 4-2 through 4-35 of the EIR.  Finally, the Project 
involves no expansion in water use or use of the geothermal resource. As such, there is no 
impact to water quantity. 
 

2.  Aboveground transmission line

 

. The Project includes two proposals for the 
interconnection transmission line, both of which were analyzed in the EIR. The EIR 
concludes that there will not be a significant visual impact associated with the Project or 
the aboveground line. (See sections 2.1.3 and 4.2.3; see also the discussion of the existing 
environment on page 2 of the EIR, which describes the presence of other above ground 
transmission lines and geothermal infrastructure in the vicinity.) Because either option 
would be located near ground level (either within an existing pipe rack or on its own T-
bar supports and suspended approximately 2-3 feet above ground level) as opposed to 
overhead, visual impacts associated with either option would be virtually non-existent. 
There would be no new overhead transmission line poles associated with either of the 
interconnection transmission line options. Indeed, placement of the transmission line 
underground presents a risk to the lines and to operation if such lines fail. 

D. The grant of variance will not be in conflict with established map and text of the general 
and specific plans and policies of the County. 

 
1. Setbacks.  As discussed in section 4.10.3 of the EIR, the 500-foot surface watercourse 

and 100-foot exterior property line setbacks are subject to variance in accordance with 
Chapter 33 of the General Plan.  The Project requires a variance from the 500-foot 
setback because, while the replacement plant would be further from the same watercourse 
than the existing plant, it would still be partially within that setback. And the existing 
plant site (to be used for interim storage) would continue to be within the setback.   The 
granting of such a variance is not inconsistent with the text or maps of the General Plan, 
including but not limited to, the Energy Resources section of the Conservation and Open 
Space Element (Goal 1, Objective D, Policy 1, Action 1.13).  That section lists the 500-
foot setback imposed by the Land Development Regulations as an “action” to further the 
policy of protecting hydrologic resources.  The reference is not intended to prohibit the 
granting of an otherwise authorized setback variance where no hydrologic impacts would 
result, and does not “re-impose” the setback requirement already imposed.  Setbacks are 
classic development standards which may be adjusted through variance procedures where 
necessary due to site-specific constraints, such as those that exist here. Finally, Project 
design features and mitigation measures imposed as mandatory conditions of approval 
avoid or minimize potential impacts to hydrologic resources by preventing fluids from 

17



4 
 

reaching adjacent waterways and limiting geothermal extraction to existing levels, as 
discussed above and in section 4.8.3 of the EIR.  The proposed variance is consistent with 
the map and text of the General Plan as currently written and as proposed to be clarified 
by GPA 12-003(b).  

 
The variance from the 100-foot property line setback is also authorized in accordance 
with Chapter 33 of the General Plan and would not be in conflict with any program, 
policy, goal, or objective of the General Plan. 

 
2. Aboveground transmission line

 

.  See discussion under finding B.2 above, which is 
incorporated by this reference.   
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Exhibit C 
Use Permit 12-004 

Findings and Rationale 
 

I. USE PERMIT 
 

A. All applicable provisions of the Land Use Designations and Land Development Regulations 
are complied with, and the site of the proposed use is adequate in size and shape to 
accommodate the use and to accommodate all yards, walls and fences, parking, loading, 
landscaping and other required features. 

 
The existing MP-1 plant site decommissioning activities and the conversion of a portion of the site to a 
storage area, proposed as part of the Project, would be conducted on private land with a land use 
designation (LUD) of Resource Management (RM).  The RM designation is intended “to recognize and 
maintain a wide variety of values in the lands outside existing communities,” including “geothermal or 
mineral resources.” “Mining and geothermal exploratory projects” are explicitly “uses permitted subject 
to use permit” and other “similar” uses may also be permitted.  
 
The RM designation provides for a minimum parcel size of 40 acres, limits site disturbance to 10% (with 
a maximum lot coverage of 5%), and provides for maximum population density of 5.02 persons per 40 
acres.  The RM parcel consists of approximately 40 acres of privately-owned land, of which 
approximately 2.6 acres is presently disturbed (approximately 6.6%).  This level of disturbance is pre-
existing and would not be increased by the Project.  The ultimate decommissioning, reclamation and 
restoration of this site required by the Reclamation Plan is consistent with Resource Management intent 
of the designation to provide for low intensity rural uses that recognize and maintain the resource value of 
the parcel and would eliminate site disturbance. There would be no residential use of the property.  
 
The proposed new M-1 plant site would be located on the adjacent 50-acre parcel, which is designated as 
Resource Extraction (RE). The RE designation “is intended to provide for protection of the environment 
and resource extraction activities . . . and for processing plants utilizing on-site materials or materials 
found in close proximity to the site.” “Exploring, drilling, and development of geothermal resources” are 
explicitly “uses permitted subject use permit” and other “similar” uses may also be permitted uses. The 
M-1 replacement plant site construction and Project operations would be conducted entirely on private 
land with a LUD of RE. 
 
The RE designation provides for a minimum parcel size of 40 acres, prohibits residential uses (other than 
for an employee/caretaker) and references the setbacks established by section 15.070 for resource 
development (100 feet from interior public streets or from a property line, 500 feet from any adjacent 
private dwelling, institution, school, or other building or location used for public assemblage, and, for 
geothermal development within the Hot Creek Buffer Zone, 500 feet from a surface watercourse).  The 
Land Use Designations and Land Development Regulations function as the County’s zoning requirements 
and are subject to variance pursuant to Chapter 33 of the Mono County General Plan and State law.   
 
All project activities would occur more than 100 feet from any internal street and more than 500 feet from 
adjacent uses for public assemblage. The nearest dwelling, institution, or school is located within the 
Town of Mammoth Lakes approximately two miles to the west of the project site.  A public parking area 
located just to the east of US 395 and the Mammoth Lakes exit is greater than 500 feet from the project 
property line (Figure 19, Revised DEIR, February 2012). The project includes a request for a variance 
which would authorize a portion of the facility to be located within 100 feet of an external property line 
and within 500 feet of a surface watercourse.  Such variances are authorized by Chapter 33 of the Land 
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Development Regulations and if granted consistent with those requirements, all provisions of the Land 
Use Designations and Land Development Regulations would be complied with. 
 
As described more fully in section 4.2.2 of the EIR, the Project meets applicable standards of the Land 
Development Regulations related to visual impacts. An Outdoor Lighting Plan has been provided for the 
Project site which meets the requirements of Chapter 23 of the General Plan, the County’s “Dark Sky 
Regulations,” to mitigate nighttime visibility of the facilities. In addition, a Landscape Plan has been 
submitted which provides additional visual screening of the Project site. Use Permit conditions require 
compliance with these plans.  All buildings, insulation jacketing, and visible structures would be painted 
to blend with the existing environment in order to minimize the visual impacts in the area and 
approximately six-foot-high fences would be constructed around the M-1 plant site and the M-1 plant 
substation to provide additional screening.  Site disturbance is limited and a Reclamation Plan which 
meets the requirements of Chapter 26 of the General Plan and will reduce and restore site disturbance has 
been submitted.  Compliance with the Reclamation Plan is a condition of project approval. Accordingly, 
the Project also meets applicable standards set forth in Section 08.010 through 08.060 Scenic Combining 
District and State Scenic Highway.   

Section 4.110 of the Land Development Regulations provides for a maximum building height of 35 feet, 
but allows for greater heights to be approved through the Director Review process or Use Permit process.  
The project involves approval, through the Use Permit process, of mechanical appurtenances which 
exceed 35 feet in height. (See additional discussion below in sections II.A and II.B.) 

Chapter 11 of the Land Development Regulations provides for the undergrounding of utilities, unless 
overhead placement is approved by Director Review permit, Use Permit, or variance.  The Conservation 
and Open Space Element, Visual Resources, Objective C, Policy 3, Actions 3.1 through 3.8 reference 
these requirements. The project proposes two possible locations for an aboveground interconnection 
transmission line, and the applicant has applied for a variance to allow for aboveground installation.  

The Project is in compliance with all other applicable provisions of the Land Use Designations and the 
Land Development Regulations of the Mono County General Plan.  

Further, the site is adequate in size and shape to accommodate the use, and to accommodate all yards, 
walls, and fences, parking, loading, landscaping and other required uses. The site consists of 90 acres of 
privately-owned land bordered on all sides by publicly-owned land managed primarily for open space.   

B. The site for the proposed use relates to streets and highways adequate in width and type to 
carry the quantity and kind of traffic generated by the proposed use. 
 

As described in the EIR (see, e.g., sections 2.1.2, 2.1.6, and 3.3.8) the land uses at the project site would 
remain the same as under existing conditions. No additional employees would be added as a result of the 
plant replacement and, thus, no additional long-term vehicle traffic to or from the project site would be 
created and no long-term impact to the existing roadway circulation system in the area would result.  
 
Short-term construction traffic would increase in the immediate vicinity of the site, although the traffic 
volumes expected to be associated with Project construction would be light and existing volume-to-
capacity ratios at the U.S. Highway 395/SR 203 interchange are sufficient to accommodate this small 
temporary increase.   
 
The existing entrances to the Casa Diablo geothermal development complex would continue to provide 
adequate access to the new M-1 plant site. North and south U.S. Highway 395 off ramps onto State Route 
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203 are located less than one-quarter mile southwest of the Project site. Access to the Project site would 
be via State Route 203 east to Antelope Springs Road, then north to Cutoff Road, then east to the existing 
paved access to the replacement plant site off of the Old Highway Road. Substation Road and Old 
Highway Road would be used as emergency access roads that lead to a locked gate which can be opened 
by emergency responders and is sufficient to support emergency vehicles, in accordance with the 
County’s Fire Safe Regulations (Chapter 22 of the Land Development Regulations). 
 
A new paved access road would be constructed from the onsite access road to the lower pad on which the 
M-1 plant would be constructed. Paved access roads would also be constructed along the north, south and 
west sides of the new M-1 plant site, which are specifically designed in width and type to carry the 
quantity and kind of traffic associated with the project.   

 
C. The proposed use will not be detrimental to the public welfare or injurious to property or 

improvements in the area in which the property is located. 
 

The EIR for the Project has identified no significant impacts resulting from the proposed Project.  The 
proposed use is the same as currently exists on the site, with the exception that a new, more modern 
facility would replace the existing M-1 plant.  The new facility includes design features (including, but 
not limited to a landscaping plan, dark sky compliant lighting, and screening) not currently applicable to 
the existing facility. Without expanding the use of the geothermal resource or in any way increasing 
impacts to that resource, the proposed facility would increase the amount of geothermal energy generated 
on the site and reduce associated impacts.  (See EIR Project Description). 
 
The M-1 site is situated in an area where property and improvements are committed to similar compatible 
uses, including existing operating geothermal plants and well fields, the existing MP-1 plant proposed for 
decommissioning, and an SCE substation. The proposed use has been sited to minimize visual impacts 
from the State Scenic Highway, and when the existing plant is decommissioned, will have less of a 
detrimental visual presence than exists currently.  (See EIR section 4.2.3.) 
 
In addition, the proposed Project incorporates design features which will protect the public and property 
from the risks of fire, contamination, and other hazards.  Specifically, the M-1 replacement power plant 
site would be designed and constructed to prevent fluids from leaving the site and endangering adjacent 
properties or nearby waterways. Numerous engineering, fire-control and safety measures are integrated as 
part of the Project to prevent releases of n-pentane, to avert or control fires, and to respond to other 
emergencies.  (See e.g., EIR section 2.1.6.) 
 
A diesel-powered emergency generator would be installed on the M-1 plant site to provide emergency 
backup power to critical plan functions in the event of a power outage. Similarly, a diesel-powered 
firewater pump generator would be installed to provide power to the firewater pump during fire 
emergencies.  
 
In addition, MPLP has developed an integrated program to meet the following requirements, (see EIR 
section 2.1.6): California Accidental Release Prevention (CalARP) Program; EPA Risk Management Plan 
(RMP); OSHA Process Safety Management (PSM) Program for all three existing plants. Prior to delivery 
of n-pentane, MPLP would revise and update this program to reflect the new M-1 plant; Revise its 
existing Spill Prevention, Control and Countermeasure (SPCC) Plan, in conformance with 40 CFR 112, to 
include the new M-1 plant; Update its Emergency Response Plan (ERP); Update its Hazardous Materials 
Business Plan (HMBP); A Permit for Authority to Construct and Permit to Operate would be obtained 
from the GBUAPCD 
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There would be at least one employee “on call” at all times familiar with the ERP and would have the 
authority to commit the resources needed to carry out the contingency plan.  

 
D. The proposed use is consistent with the map and text of this General Plan and any 

applicable area plan. 
 

For a thorough discussion regarding the Project’s consistency with the General Plan see the analysis 
contained throughout the EIR, and particularly sections 4.10.2 and 4.10.3. The following summarizes the 
Project’s consistency with applicable maps, policies, land uses, and programs contained in the General 
Plan. 
 
The Project is consistent with General Plan maps designating the site for Resource Management (RM) 
and Resource Extraction (RE).  The RE designation (where the replacement plant would be located) “is 
intended to provide for protection of the environment and resource extraction activities.” “Exploration, 
drilling, and development of geothermal resources” are explicitly “uses permitted subject to use permit 
and other “similar uses may also be permitted.”  The RM designation (where the existing plant is located) 
is intended to “recognize and maintain a wide variety of values in the lands outside existing 
communities,” including “geothermal or mineral resources.”  “Mining and geothermal exploratory 
projects” are explicitly “uses permitted subject to use permit” and other “similar” uses may be permitted.   
 
The Project is consistent with the objectives, policies, general land uses, and programs of the Mono 
County General Plan.  General Plan goals encourage the productive and beneficial development of 
alternative energy, including geothermal resources, in manner which avoids or minimizes environmental 
impacts. The EIR concludes that there will be no significant environmental impacts as a result of the 
proposed Project.  General Plan policies allow consideration of national need for alternative energy and 
require the applicant to demonstrate the economic benefits of the Project.  (See Conservation and Open 
Space Element – Energy Resources.) The economic analysis of the Project describes those benefits.  

 
Objectives C and D of Goal 1 of the Energy Resources portion of the Conservation and Open Space 
Element establish procedures and direction for addressing biologic and associated hydrologic impact 
mitigation and monitoring requirements from geothermal exploration and development. Consistent with 
these policies, a baseline biological resource survey was conducted (Paulus 2011) and is provided as 
Appendix D of the EIR. The recommended measures and project design features of this report have been 
incorporated and are a part of the Project.  

The EIR concludes that there would be no significant impacts to visual resources as a result of the Project 
and that current visual impacts associated with the MP-1 facility would be reduced by the Project. 
Additionally, the Project would be consistent with all applicable General Plan Polices pertaining to 
Aesthetics/Visual Resources, provided that a variance is granted to allow transmission lines to be placed 
at ground level as opposed to underground. 

• Aboveground utility lines. Objective C, Policy 3, Actions 3.1-3.8 Conservation/Open 
Space Element (Visual Resources) provides for underground installation of utility lines in 
conformity with County Requirements.  Chapter 11 of the Land Use Regulations 
provides for underground installation unless approved through Use Permit or Director 
Review in certain specified circumstances.  Actions 3.1-3-8 also allow for aboveground 
installation pursuant to a variance.  The Project is consistent with this policy if the 
requested variance is granted. Additionally, the transmission lines would be eligible for 
an exception to the underground requirement pursuant to Chapter 11, as described in 
Exhibit B, section B.2. 
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• Mechanical appurtenances/building height. (Land Use Element – Development 

Standards): The Project proposes to install purge tanks, two-inch diameter vent pipes and 
one-inch diameter lightning masts on top of the air cooling towers which would extend 
up to approximately 40 feet above ground level, exceeding the permitted height of 35 feet 
by up to 5 feet. However, Mono County regulations allow for exceptions to be granted by 
the Planning Director in the cases of mechanical appurtenances or, for building heights in 
excess of 35 feet, through the Use Permit process.  The purge tank vent pipes and 
lightning qualify as “mechanical appurtenances” and would thus meets the criteria for 
exception to be granted by the Planning Director, or by the more stringent Use Permit 
process. (See sections II.A and B below.) 

The Project would be consistent with relevant General Plan Policies in the Conservation/Open Space 
Element pertaining to Air Quality as discussed on page 30 of the RDEIR2.  

The Project would be consistent with relevant General Plan Policies in the Conservation/Open Space 
Element pertaining to Biological Resources as discussed on pages 30-32 of the RDEIR2 and section 4.4 
of the RDEIR, as revised.  For example, current biologic and hydrologic monitoring will continue and 
will also be applied to the M-1 plant; baseline studies have been prepared to document existing conditions 
on the Project site and mitigation measures and design features are imposed to minimize potential impacts 
based on those studies and recommendations. 
 
The Project would also be consistent with relevant General Plan Policies (shown in Table 25 of the 
RDEIR) in the Conservation/Open Space Element pertaining to hydrology and water quality as described 
on pp. 30 – 36 of the RDEIR2.   The Project includes design features and is subject to mitigation 
measures which avoid or minimize potential impacts to hydrologic resources to a level that is less than 
significant through, among other things,  installation of a subsurface retention basin at the M-1 plant site, 
implementation of erosion control/stormwater construction best management practices (BMPs) and post-
construction BMPs, as discussed in the EIR. (See e.g., section 4.8.3).  The Project involves no additional 
use or extraction of water from the geothermal resource and therefore has no impact to water quality.  
 

• Setbacks from surface watercourse.  As discussed previously, Section 15.070(B)(1)(d) of the 
County’s Land Use Regulations imposes a 500-foot setback from surface watercourses for 
geothermal development within the Hot Creek Buffer Zone.  Chapter 33 of the General Plan 
authorizes the granting of variances from any Land Development Regulation or LUD if certain 
conditions exist.  The project requires a variance from this setback because, while it would be 
further from the same watercourse than the existing plant, the replacement plant would still be 
partially within that setback. The Energy Resources section of the Conservation and Open Space 
Element (Goal 1, Objective D, Policy 1, Action 1.13) lists the 500-foot setback as an “action” to 
protect hydrologic resources.  That reference is not intended to prohibit the granting of an 
otherwise authorized variance and does not “re-impose” the setback requirement already 
imposed.  If a variance is granted in accordance with Chapter 33, then the Project is consistent 
with the General Plan, both as currently written and with the clarifications to the General Plan 
included proposed by GPA 12-003(b).   

The Project would be consistent with relevant General Plan Policies in the Safety Element pertaining to 
fire hazards as discussed on page 32 of the RDEIR2 and in section 4.7 of the RDEIR.  For example, the 
Project would not create a significant risk from wildland or structural fire; the Project will obtain a will-
serve letter from the Long Valley Fire Protection District and will implement Project HazMat Design 
Feature 4, which would extend the existing fire suppression and response program in place at the Casa 
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Diablo Geothermal Complex to cover the proposed Project. Appendix A to the RDEIR presents a list of 
measures that the Project would adopt in order to reduce the risk of wildland and/or structural fire. These 
measures include compliance with applicable requirements in the Fire Safe Ordinance and Uniform Fire 
Code; and the Notice of Preparation for the Draft EIR was sent to the Department of Forestry and the 
Long Valley Fire Protection District was consulted in the preparation of the RDEIR. 

The Project would be consistent with relevant General Plan Policies in the Hazardous Waste Management 
Element pertaining to hazardous materials. The Project includes several design features, presented as 
HazMat Design Features 1 through 5 in the RDEIR.  

For analysis of Project consistency with relevant General Plan Policies in the Noise Element pertaining to 
noise, see Section 4.9 of the RDEIR. As discussed therein, the Project, including Noise Design Features 1 
through 3, would be consistent with all applicable General Plan Polices pertaining to noise. 

II. MECHANICAL APPURTENANCES/BUILDING HEIGHT EXCEPTION 

A. The project will not result in substantial detrimental effects on the enjoyment and use of 
surrounding properties.  

 
Several mechanical appurtenances (including eight purge tanks, of about 36 inches in length and 24 
inches in diameter, a two-inch diameter pipe, and a one-inch diameter lightning mast/rod) would extend 
up to approximately 5 feet above the 35-foot building height.  These mechanical appurtenances are part of 
the CUP application and are evaluated on pp 4-2 – 4-35 of the RDEIR.  As mechanical appurtenances, 
these structures could be approved through the Director Review process outlined in Section 4.110 of the 
General Plan, or pursuant to the more stringent Use Permit process actually undertaken.  As described in 
the EIR, the appurtenances would be nearly completely obscured by vegetation and the super-structure of 
the main plant and would be colored to be blend with the existing background. The analysis shown in the 
EIR demonstrates the project would preserve scenic vistas and would not have any impact on surrounding 
properties.   
 

B. The modified height will not exceed the lifesaving equipment capabilities of the fire 
protection agency having jurisdiction. 

The mechanical appurtenances are lightning rods and pipes – and will not be occupied.  The Long 
Valley Fire Department was consulted in the preparation of the EIR and it was determined the 
height exception does not exceed the lifesaving capabilities of the protection agency. The Project 
is required to obtain a will-serve letter from the Long Valley Fire Protection District and will also 
implement Project HazMat Design Feature 4, which would extend the existing fire suppression 
and response program in place at the Casa Diablo Geothermal Complex to cover the proposed 
Project. 

III. ABOVEGROUND FLUID PIPELINE 
 
The aboveground placement of fluid pipelines is authorized because burial would create 
unacceptable environmental impacts or the potential to contaminate shallow groundwater 
resources.  The Project includes the relocation of two existing aboveground fluid conveyance 
pipelines to connect the new plant to existing production and injection locations.  As discussed in 
Exhibit B, the site contains numerous geotechnical and geological constraints, including hot 
soils, active steam vents, and earthquake faults.  Aboveground placement of fluid conveyance 
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lines minimizes the risk of damage to those lines due to earthquake or other site features, and 
allows for quick identification and remediation in the unlikely event of damage.  
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Exhibit D 
Reclamation Plan 12-001 
Findings and Rationale 

 
 
A. The reclamation plan complies with the provisions of CEQA.  

 
The Reclamation Plan is a component of the Mammoth Pacific Replacement Project.  A Final Environmental 
Impact Report has been prepared for the Project.  (SCH # 2011022020) and certified by the Planning Commission 
prior to adoption of the EIR. 

 
B. The reclamation plan is consistent with the objectives and policies set forth in this General Plan and any 

applicable area or specific plans. 
 
The project is consistent with the objectives and policies of the General Plan. The Land Use Element, Mammoth 
Vicinity Policies Objective C, Policy 4 & Action 4.1 provides: 
 
Policy 4

 

: Regulate geothermal and mining and reclamation activities in the Mammoth vicinity in a manner that 
retains the scenic, recreational, and environmental integrity of the Mammoth vicinity. 

The Mammoth Pacific Reclamation Plan requires removal of the MP-I plant, and removal of the MP-2 plant once 
these facilities are decommissioned.  The proposed M-1 plant would also be removed once the plant is 
decommissioned in 2045.  The offices, maintenance yard, warehouse, roads and wells would be removed once 
these facilities are no longer needed.  Some roads and wells may remain to support geothermal production on 
USFS property for the PLES plant.  The PLES plant is on Inyo National Forest lands and not subject to the 
reclamation plan.   
 
Removal and site reclamation of the above facilities retains the scenic and environmental integrity of the area.   
 
Action 4.1

 

: All geothermal, mining and reclamation activities shall comply with the policies of the county's 
Conservation/Open Space Element and the county's Reclamation Ordinance. 

The Conservation and Open Space Element of the General Plan, Energy Resources, provides that Geothermal 
exploration and development projects shall be sited, carried out and maintained by the permit holder in a manner 
that best protects hydrologic resources and water quality and quantity.  Pursuant to that policy, permit 
conditions assure that required reclamation is completed within one year after a project is completed. The 
Reclamation plan contains provisions that assure the protection of springs, streams, and fumaroles from erosion, 
sediment transport, and similar adverse effects. Plan provisions also assure that project sites are restored as 
closely as reasonably possible to natural conditions, as determined by the MCEDD, in consultation with the 
Visual Review Committee.  

 
Below is a summary of plant removal cost and timeframes listed in the Reclamation Plan: 
 MP-1 MP-2 M-1  Wells 
Reclamation start 
date 

2014 or 2015 2045 2045 2045 

Cost $356,224 $739,513 $564,949 $2,210,719 
     
 
Project conditions require reclamation activities to be completed within one year of plant removal.   
 
The reclamation plan has erosion control and retention basins for each plant site to protect on-site springs, 
streams, and fumaroles  from erosion, and requires that the site be monitored to assure that project sites are 
restored as closely as reasonably possible to natural conditions.  
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C. Appropriate conditions have been imposed to ensure and verify that the site during and after reclamation 

will not cause a public hazard, nor be detrimental to the public health, safety, or welfare.  
The Mammoth Pacific Reclamation Plan requires removal of the power plants and plant infrastructure and 
restoration of the site to natural conditions as various components of the plant are removed.   The project is 
required to comply with the adopted reclamation plan, which sets forth measures to avoid safety hazards and 
provide for public health, safety and welfare on the site during and after reclamation. 

 
D. An approved end use has been identified and the reclamation of the site shall be finally completed as soon 

as is feasible, considering the particular circumstances of the site to be reclaimed, and the plan provides for 
concurrent reclamation, where appropriate and feasible.  
The 90 acre site has an end land use of open space and will be restored to natural site conditions. The 
reclamation timeframes listed in the Reclamation Plan are: 
 MP-1 MP-2 M-1  Wells 
Reclamation start 
date 

2014 or 2015 2045 2045 2045 

The Plan allows for concurrent reclamation and timing based on when the various plants are decommissioned and 
various infrastructure is removed.   

 
E. The reclamation plan conforms to minimum verifiable performance standards established Chapter 35 and, 

in the case of surface mining operations, meets or exceeds the minimum, verifiable statewide reclamation 
standards adopted by the State Mining and Geology Board, and in the case of geothermal well 
abandonment, conforms to the requirements and guidelines of the California Division of Oil and Gas on 
non-federal lands, and the Bureau of Land Management on federal lands.  
The Reclamation Plan conforms to the standards as described in Chapter 35, Reclamation Plan, section 35.050 
Reclamation Standards.  The following summarizes standards and how the project complies with these applicable 
standards.  Not every standard from section 35.05 is listed as some of these standards apply only to projects 
subject to Surface Mining and Reclamation Act of 1975 (SMARA).   
 
1. Wildlife Habitat.  
Wildlife and wildlife habitat shall be protected in accordance with the following standards: 
• Rare, threatened or endangered species or species of special concern, and their respective habitat shall be 

conserved.   
No federal- or state-listed threatened or endangered species are known to occupy or frequent the Project 
area.  (Page 2 of Reclamation Plan)   

• Wildlife habitat shall be established on disturbed lands in a condition similar to or better than that which 
existed before the lands were disturbed.   
Wildlife habitat will be established on the reclaimed lands in a condition similar to the undisturbed lands 
surrounding the sites.  (Page 3 of Reclamation Plan) 

• Wetland habitat shall be avoided. 
No wetland habitat on site will be disturbed.  (Page 3 of Reclamation Plan) 

 
2. Backfilling, Regrading, Slope Stability, and Recontouring.  
Backfilling, regrading, slope stabilization, and recontouring shall conform to the following standards: 

 
• Where backfilling is required for resource conservation purposes (e.g., agriculture, fish and wildlife 

habitat, and wild land conservation), fill material shall be backfilled to the standards required for the 
resource conservation use involved. 
Project-affected areas of surface disturbance will be re-contoured as necessary to blend with the 
surrounding topography.  (Page 4 of Reclamation Plan) 

 
• Final reclaimed fill slopes, including permanent piles or dumps of mine waste rock and overburden, shall 

not exceed 2:1 (horizontal:vertical), except where site-specific geologic and engineering analyses 
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demonstrate that the proposed final slope will have a minimum slope stability factor of safety that is 
suitable for the approved  end use, and when the proposed final slope can be successfully revegetated. 
Final reclaimed fill slopes will not exceed 2:1 (horizontal:vertical), except where site-specific geologic 
and engineering analyses demonstrate that the proposed final slope will have a minimum slope stability 
factor of safety that is suitable for the approved end use and when the proposed final slope can be 
successfully re-vegetated. A site reclamation plan for MP-1 plan is provided on Plates 1a, 1b, and 1c, 
attached in Appendix A.  A site reclamation plan for the MP-2 plant site is provided on Plates 2a and 2b, 
attached in Appendix A.  A site reclamation plan for the M-1 plant site is provided on Plates 3a and 3b, 
attached in Appendix A.  (Page 4 of Reclamation Plan) 

 
• At closure, all fill slopes, including permanent piles or dumps of mine waste and overburden, shall 

conform to the surrounding topography and/or approved end use. 
The reclamation plan requires that project-affected areas of surface disturbance will be re-contoured as 
necessary to blend with the surrounding topography 

 
3. Revegetation. 
Revegetation shall be part of the approved plan, unless it is not consistent with the approved end use. 

 
• A vegetative cover suitable for the approved end use and capable of self-regeneration without continued 

dependence on irrigation, soil amendments or fertilizer shall be established on disturbed lands. The vegetative 
density, cover and species-richness of naturally occurring habitats shall be documented in baseline studies 
carried out prior to the initiation of resource development activities. 
At least 3 shrubs and 8 perennial native grasses and/or forbs per 4 square meters would be established on 
site. Perennial grasses would account for at least 10% of the relative cover. (Page 5 of Reclamation Plan) 

 
• Test plots conducted simultaneously with resource development activities shall be required to determine the 

most appropriate planting procedures to be followed to ensure successful implementation of the proposed 
revegetation plan. The County may waive the requirement to conduct test plots when the success of the 
proposed revegetation plan can be documented from experience with similar species and conditions or by 
relying on competent professional advice based on experience with the species to be planted. 
The reclamation of the MP-1 (Plate 1B) site will serve as the test plot for both the seed mix and success of 
vegetative cover stated above.   

 
• Where resource development activities result in compaction of the soil, ripping, disking, or other means shall 

be used in areas to be revegetated to eliminate compaction and to establish a suitable root zone in preparation 
for planting. 
Approved methods in use already include the design and construction of stable slopes, minor re-grading, 
ripping or sub-soiling to de-compact and loosen compacted soil, topsoiling, surface preparation through fine 
grading, reseeding and re-vegetation (or natural re-vegetation). (Page 4 of Reclamation Plan) 

 
• Prior to closure, all access roads, haul roads, and other traffic routes to be reclaimed shall be stripped of any 

remaining road base materials, prepared in accordance with section g below, covered with suitable growth 
media or topsoil, and revegetated. 
Plate B in Appendix A of the Reclamation Plan shows which roads and travel routes will be removed at final 
reclamation, which will include coverage with suitable growth media and revegetation.   

 
• Indigenous plant species shall be used for revegetation, except when introduced species are necessary to meet 

the end uses specified in the approved reclamation plan.  
The seed mix for revegetation is listed on page 4 of the Mammoth Pacific Reclamation Plan.  Preferably, 
seeds for this project would be collected within the immediate vicinity of the project area. If this is not 
possible due to poor seed availability, seed from the Eastern Slopes Subsection of the Sierra Nevada Section 
and Mono Section would be acceptable.   
 

• Planting shall be conducted during the most favorable period of the year for plant establishment. 
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The Reclamation Plan includes requirements to reseed applicable areas in the fall in order to take advantage 
of beneficial winter moisture.   

 
• Weeds as defined by the Soil Conservation Service, or the county Agricultural Commissioner, or the 

California Native Plant Society, shall be managed: 1) when they threaten the success of the proposed 
revegetation; and 2) to prevent spreading to nearby areas; and 3) to eliminate fire hazard. 
The Reclamation Plan includes weed management measures, including a standard that all non-native weed 
species that are already present in the area would account for no more than 5% total of the relative cover at 
the end of the 2 year evaluation period. 
 

• Success of revegetation shall be judged based upon the effectiveness of the vegetation for the approved end 
use, and by comparing the quantified measures of vegetative cover, density, and species-richness of the 
reclaimed lands to similar parameters of naturally occurring vegetation in the area. Either baseline data or data 
from nearby reference areas may be used as the standard for comparison. Quantitative standards for success 
and the location(s) of the reference area(s) shall be set forth in the approved reclamation plan. Comparisons 
shall be made until performance standards are met provided that, during the last two years, there has been no 
human intervention, including for example, irrigation, fertilization, or weeding. Standards for success shall be 
based on expected local recovery rates. Valid sampling techniques for measuring success shall be specified in 
the approved reclamation plan. Sample sizes must be sufficient to produce at least an 80% confidence level. 
At least 3 shrubs and 8 perennial native grasses and/or forbs per 4 square meters would be established on 
site. Perennial grasses would account for at least 10% of the relative cover.  Failure to meet the success 
standards would require additional planting and/or weed control, as appropriate, until standards are met. 
(Page 5 of Reclamation Plan) 
 

4. Drainage, Diversion Structures, Waterways, and Erosion Control. 
• Reclamation activities shall be conducted to protect on-site and downstream beneficial uses of water. 

Surface runoff and drainage will be controlled by silt fencing or a straw wattle until the interim gravel 
surface for MP-1 has been placed on the pad and/or the new vegetation has been developed to a point of 
controlling erosion for all sites during final reclamation. There are no perennial streams or other surface 
waters located within the Project area that will be impacted by operations or reclamation. A “blue line” 
stream is identified adjacent to the sites along the northerly boundary on the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) 
topographic map (“Old Mammoth” quadrangle, 1:24000 series). The blueline stream is an 
ephemeral/intermittent identified as a stream “riparian conservation area” (RCA) by the USFS under the 
SNFPA ROD (USDA, Forest Service 2004). Project activities and reclamation avoid impacts to this 
intermittent stream. 

   
• The quality of water, recharge potential, and storage capacity of groundwater aquifers shall not be diminished, 

except as allowed in the approved reclamation plan. 
Retention basins have been designed for each site, based on the Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control 
Board's Water Quality Plan for the Mammoth Creek Basin to contain the runoff volume generated from a 20 
year intensity storm with a one hour duration, which is assumed to be 1 inch (0.83 feet) * Area (square feet) * 
C (infiltration coefficient).  Retention basin sizing calculations are included in Appendix B. 

 
• Erosion and sedimentation shall be controlled during all phases of construction, operation, reclamation, and 

closure of an operation to minimize siltation of lakes and watercourses, as required by the Regional Water 
Quality Control Board, the State Water Resources Control Board, and the Mono County Grading Ordinance. 
See above reference to Appendix B and the project is required to comply with the Mono County Grading 
Ordinance and an approved grading plan.   
 

• Surface runoff and drainage shall be controlled by berms, silt fences, sediment ponds, revegetation, hay bales, 
or other erosion control measures, to ensure that surrounding land and water resources are protected from 
erosion, gullying, sedimentation, and contamination. Erosion control methods shall be designed to handle 
runoff from not less than the 20-year/1-hour intensity storm event. 
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See above reference to Appendix B and the project is required to comply with the Mono County Grading 
Ordinance and an approved grading plan.   

 
5. Prime Agricultural Land Reclamation and Other Agricultural Land 

The project site does not contain prime or other agricultural lands.   
 

6. Building, Structure and Equipment Removal. 
• All equipment, supplies, and other materials shall be stored in designated areas (as shown in the approved 

reclamation plan). All waste shall be disposed of in accordance with state and local health and safety 
ordinances. 
Once the MP-1 plant is decommissioned and removed, the MP-1 site will be used for interim storage for 
ongoing operations at the site .  See Plate 1B.  Plates 1a, 2a, and 3a in the reclamation plan show the existing 
sites and identify the various facilities to be removed.   

 
• All buildings, structures, and equipment shall be dismantled and removed prior to final site closure except 

those buildings, structures, and equipment approved in the reclamation plan as necessary for the end use. 
Plates 1a, 2a, and 3a in the reclamation plan show the existing sites and identify the various facilities to be 
removed.   

 
7. Stream Protection, Including Surface and Groundwater. 
• Surface and groundwater shall be protected from siltation and pollutants that may diminish water quality as 

required by the Federal Clean Water Act, sections 301 et seq. (33 U.S.C. section 1311), 404 et seq. (33 U.S.C. 
section 1344), the Porter-Cologne Act, section 13000 et seq., the county Grading Ordinance, the Regional 
Water Quality Control Board or the State Water Resources Control Board. 
Stable topographic surface and drainage conditions will be established to control erosion, prevent 
sedimentation, blend with the surrounding landscape, and to protect on-site and downstream sites. Plates 
1B,2B, and 3B show interim reclamation site storm water pollution prevention plans.  The project is also 
subject to requirements of a Mono County grading permit.   

 
8. Topsoil Salvage, Maintenance and Redistribution. 
When the approved reclamation plan calls for revegetation or cultivation of disturbed lands, the following 
performance standards shall apply to topsoil salvage, maintenance, and redistribution activities: 

 
• All salvageable topsoil suitable for revegetation shall be removed as a separate layer from areas to be 

disturbed. Topsoil and vegetation removal shall not precede development activities by more than one year, 
unless a longer time period is approved by the County. 
Topsoil was not stockpiled when MP-1 and MP-2 sites were graded.  Therefore, the resulting surficial soils 
after grading will be analyzed to determine the presence or absence of elements essential for plant growth 
and to determine those soluble elements that may be toxic to plants, if the soil has been chemically altered or 
if the growth media consists of other than the native topsoil.  Topsoil and suitable amended surficial soils will 
be planted with a vegetative cover or will be protected by other equally effective measures to prevent water 
and wind erosion and to discourage weeds. Topsoil will stockpiled for the M-1 site reclamation will be spread 
over the site in a minimum thickness of 3 inches.  One of the exhibits for the M-1 site will be amended to show 
the topsoil storage area.  (Page 7 of the Reclamation Plan) 

 
• Topsoil resources shall be mapped prior to stripping and the location of topsoil stockpiles shall be shown on a 

map in the reclamation plan. If the amount of topsoil needed to cover all surfaces to be revegetated is not 
available on-site, other suitable material capable of sustaining vegetation (such as subsoil) shall be removed 
as a separate layer for use as a suitable growth media. Topsoil and suitable growth media shall be maintained 
in separate stockpiles. Test plots may be required to determine the suitability of growth media for revegetation 
purposes. 
See discussion directly above.   
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• Soil salvage operations and phases of reclamation shall be carried out in accordance with the schedule that: 1) 
is set forth in the approved Reclamation Plan; 2) minimizes the area disturbed; and 3) is designed to achieve 
maximum revegetation success allowable under the plan. 
Soil salvage is limited for the MP-1 and MP-2 sites as stated above.  The topsoil stockpile area for the M-1 
site will be shown on a map to be included in the reclamation plan.  The reclamation timeframes listed in the 
Reclamation Plan for the various plants are: 

 MP-1 MP-2 M-1  Wells 
Reclamation start 
date 

2014 or 2015 2045 2045 2045 

 
• Topsoil and suitable growth media shall be used to phase reclamation as soon as can be accommodated by the 

operations schedule presented in the approved reclamation plan. Topsoil and suitable growth media that 
cannot be utilized immediately for reclamation shall be stockpiled in an area where it will not be disturbed 
until needed for reclamation. 
Topsoil will stockpiled for the M-1 site reclamation.  One of the exhibits for the M-1 site will be amended to 
show the topsoil storage area.   
 

• Topsoil and suitable growth media shall be redistributed in a manner that results in a stable, uniform thickness 
consistent with the approved end use, site configuration, and drainage patterns. 
Topsoil will stockpiled for the M-1 site reclamation will be spread over the site in a minimum thickness of 3 
inches.  One of the exhibits for the M-1 site will be amended to show the topsoil storage area.   

 
9. Tailing and Waste Management 
There are not Tailings and/or Waste Management standards that are required for this project.   

 
10. Closure of Surface Openings 
• All geothermal wells shall be completed or abandoned in accordance with the California Division of Oil and 

Gas 
The Reclamation Plan requires that all geothermal wells scheduled for reclamation be abandoned in 
accordance with the requirements of the California Division of Oil and Gas. 

 
F. The estimated cost of the reclamation reasonably approximates the probable cost of performing the 

reclamation work as proposed in the plan and adequate surety (consistent with applicable provisions of 
SMARA for surface mining operations) will be posted to ensure completion of the required reclamation. 
The Reclamation Plan contains cost estimates for all three plants located on the project site.  A summary of 
timing and reclamation costs are: 
 MP-1 MP-2 M-1  Wells 
Reclamation start 
date 

2014 or 2015 2045 2045 2045 

Cost $356,224 $739,513 $564,949 $2,210,719 
See Appendix C Cost Estimates for additional details.  The Reclamation Plan requires that adequate surety be 
provided. 

 
G. The person or entity responsible for reclamation plan compliance has a public liability insurance policy in 

force for the duration of the reclamation which provides for personal injury and property protection in an 
amount adequate to compensate all persons injured or for property damaged as a result of the proposed 
reclamation activities.  
The reclamation plan requires that Ormat provide to Mono County Risk Management or Mono County Economic 
Development Department the required public liability insurance policy for review and approval.   
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Exhibit E 
Clarifying General Plan Amendment 12-003(b) 

Findings and Rationale 
 

A. The proposed change to the text of the Land Development Regulations of the General Plan 
is consistent with the General Plan and any applicable area plan. 

 
The proposed change to section 15.070 of the Land Development Regulations is merely clarifying of 
existing regulations and General Plan provisions.  Chapter 33 currently provides that a variance may be 
granted from a Land Development Regulation if specified findings are made.  The proposed changes 
would cross-reference that ability within section 15.070 (itself a Land Development Regulation), which 
imposes a 500-foot setback from a surface watercourse for geothermal development within the Hot Creek 
Buffer Zone.  
 
 Setback requirements are traditional development standards (i.e., zoning standards) incorporated into the 
General Plan pursuant to a 1998 opinion of the California Attorney General issued at the request of Mono 
County.  (81 Ops.Cal.Atty.Gen 57.)  As with traditional zoning, the General Plan contemplates the need 
to vary from such development standards and has incorporated a process, consistent with state law, to 
make adjustments for project-specific circumstances through the variance process.  GPA 12-003(b) 
clarifies the County’s current and past practice in implementing its General Plan. 
 
The Energy Resources section of the Conservation and Open Space Element (Goal 1, Objective D, Policy 
1, Action 1.13)  lists the 500-foot setback imposed by section 15.070 as an “action” to further the General 
Plan policy of protecting hydrologic resources.  That reference is not intended to prohibit the granting of 
an otherwise authorized variance from section 15.070 setbacks, nor does it “re-impose” the setback 
requirement.  The proposed clarifying language to be added to section 15.070 is not in conflict with the 
Conservation and Open Space Element either as written, or as proposed to be clarified 
contemporaneously with the clarification to section 15.070. 
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EXHIBIT F 
 

 
Draft Proposed General Plan Amendment 

The proposed General Plan clarifying revision would read as follows (new language shown in underline): 
 
Land Use Element 
Land Development Regulations 
15.070 Development Standards. 
 
The following minimum development standards shall apply to all projects in the Resource Extraction 
Designation unless a variance is granted in accordance with Chapter 33

 

 or amended through the “Specific 
Plan” process. Other standards or conditions identified during the use permit process may also apply. 

A. Lot Size and District Area. 
 

The minimum lot size and district area shall be 40 acres or a quarter, quarter section, with the 
exception of patent and/or historical mining claims and "vested operations" which shall be considered 
on a case by case basis. Minimum lot size and district area may be reduced in 
conformance to the "Development Plan" or "Specific Plan" process. 
 
B. Setbacks. 
 
 1. No processing equipment or facilities shall be located and no resource development 
 shall occur within the following minimum horizontal setbacks: 

a. One hundred (100) feet from any interior public street or highway unless the 

Public Works Director determines that a lesser distance would be acceptable. 

b. One hundred (100) feet from any exterior property line. 

c. Five hundred (500) feet from any adjacent private dwelling, institution, school, 
or other building or location used for public assemblage. 

d. No geothermal development located within the Hot Creek Buffer Zone shall 
occur within 500 feet on either side of a surface watercourse (as indicated by a 
solid or broken blue line on U.S. Geological Survey 7.5- or 15-minute series 
topographic maps). 
 

Conservation and Open Space Element 
Energy Resources, Objective D, Policy 1 
 

Action 1.13: No geothermal development located within the Hot Creek Buffer Zone shall occur The 
County has adopted land development regulations for geothermal development within 500 feet on 
either side of a surface watercourse (as indicated by a solid or broken blue line on U.S. Geological 
Survey 7.5- or 15-minute series topographic maps) within the Hot Creek Buffer Zone (See Mono 
County Land Development Regulations, Chapter 15, section 15.070(B)(1)(d) ,) which are subject to 
variance only in accordance with Chapter 33 of the Mono County General Plan.1

 
 

                                                           
1 Redline indicates Planning Commission’s recommended wording. 

Deleted: Adoption 

Deleted: of 

Deleted: .
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MAMMOTH PACIFIC I REPLACEMENT PROJECT 
MITIGATION IMPLEMENTATION AND MONITORING PROGRAM AND FORM 

State Clearinghouse #2011022020 
 
 

Project Approval Date:  Project File Number:  

The following measures have been adopted by Mono County (MC). As such, these measures represent formal conditions of approval of the Use 
Permit for the Mammoth Pacific I (MP-I) Replacement Project. Some of the measures were proposed as part of the Project by Mammoth Pacific 
L.P. (Applicant) and some of the measures were recommended environmental protection and mitigation measures in the Revised Draft EIR 
prepared for the Project. Unless explicitly stated otherwise, the Applicant and the MP-I Plant Operator shall be responsible for implementing these 
measures. The County and other identified responsible agencies shall be responsible for monitoring and reporting progress on these measures until 
all measures are fulfilled in accordance with their original purpose and intent as determined by the Mono County Planning Commission. This 
monitoring form shall be available for public review and inspection, and the final project clearance shall require that all verifications included in 
this form have been satisfactorily completed. 

Number Mono County Conditions of Approval Schedule of 
Compliance 

Monitoring 
Entity* 

Verification 
Date 

General Conditions 

1 
Applicant shall conform to the Project Description described in the Revised 
Draft EIR prepared for the Project. Any proposed revisions to the Project 
Description must be approved by Mono County. 

Design, 
Construction 

and 
Operations 

MC Department 
of Public 
Works, 

MCEDD and 
MCCDD 
Planning 
Division 

Confirm and 
Document 

During Design 
Approval and 

Monitor 
Throughout the 
Project Lifetime 

2 

The startup operating transition period during which both the proposed M-1 
plant power generation facilities and the existing MP-I plant power 
generation facilities may operate at the same time shall be a maximum of 
two years from the date that the proposed M-1 plant begins startup 
operations of any kind. 

Construction 
and Startup 
Operating 
Transition 

Period 

MCEDD and 
MCCDD 
Planning 
Division 

Confirm and 
Document 

During Startup 
Operating 
Transition 

Period 
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Number Mono County Conditions of Approval Schedule of 
Compliance 

Monitoring 
Entity* 

Verification 
Date 

3 
The rate of geothermal fluid production supplying the Casa Diablo 
geothermal complex shall not exceed the existing geothermal fluid flow 
capacity utilized in the complex.   

Construction 
and Startup 
Operating 
Transition 

Period 

CDOGGR, 
MCEDD and 

MCCDD 
Planning 
Division 

Confirm and 
Document 

During Startup 
Operating 
Transition 

Period 
Aesthetics: 

4 Aesthetics Design Feature 1
Design, 

Construction 
and 

Operations 

: Power plant lighting shall be projected 
downward to mitigate nighttime visibility of the facilities. MCCDD 

Confirm and 
Document 

During Design 
Approval 

5 
Aesthetics Design Feature 2

Design 
: An Outdoor Lighting Plan shall be prepared 

and implemented for the M–1 plant site in conformance with the Mono 
County Dark Sky Regulations. 

MCCDD 

Confirm and 
Document 

During Design 
Approval 

6 
Aesthetics Design Feature 3 Prior to the 

End of 
Construction 

: The M–1 facility structures shall be painted in 
an earth–tone greenish color similar to the existing plants to help blend into 
the background. 

MCEDD and 
MCCDD 
Planning 
Division 

Confirm and 
Document Prior 

to Operations 

7 
Aesthetics Design Feature 4 Design and 

Construction 

: The large pine tree in the southwest corner of 
the M-1 plant shall be saved to provide some visual screening of the plant 
site. 

MCEDD and 
MCCDD 
Planning 
Division 

Confirm and 
Document 

During Design 
Approval and 

Monitor During 
Site 

Construction 

8 
Aesthetics Design Feature 5

Operations 
: Items to be stored within the equipment 

storage area constructed on the decommissioned MP-I plant site shall be 
restricted to a maximum height of 15 feet. 

MCEDD and 
MCCDD 
Planning 
Division 

Monitor 
Throughout the 
Project Lifetime 
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Number Mono County Conditions of Approval Schedule of 
Compliance 

Monitoring 
Entity* 

Verification 
Date 

9 

Aesthetics Design Feature 6 Prior to the 
End of 

Construction 

: The selected interconnection transmission line 
option(s) from the M-1 plant site to the existing utility distribution line shall 
be constructed near ground level to minimize the visibility of the 
interconnection transmission line. 

MCEDD and 
MCCDD 
Planning 
Division 

Confirm and 
Document Prior 

to Plant 
Operations 

10 

Aesthetics Protection Measure 1

Prior to the 
End of 

Construction 

: A Landscape Plan shall be prepared to 
provide visual screening of views of the proposed storage yard to be created 
in the footprint of the existing MP-I plant site, particularly along the 
southwestern and southeastern edges of the facility. The Landscape Plan 
shall be designed to achieve applicable standards set forth in Section 08.010 
through 08.060 (Scenic Combining District and State Scenic Highway) of 
the Mono County General Plan Land Use Element and shall be approved by 
the County prior to the required decommissioning of the MP-I plant site. 
Visual screening alternatives could include installing metal slats in the 
chain link fence; installing and maintaining native vegetation consisting of 
such species as Jeffery pine, bitterbrush, and sagebrush; or other measures 
consistent with achieving the applicable County standards. 

MCEDD and 
MCCDD 
Planning 
Division 

Confirm and 
Document Prior 

to Plant 
Operations 

Air Quality: 

11 
Air Quality Design Feature 1 Prior to 

Construction 

: An Authority to Construct permit for the new 
power plant shall be obtained from the Great Basin Unified Air Pollution 
Control District (GBUAPCD). 

GBUAPCD, 
MCEDD and 

MCCDD 
Planning 
Division 

Confirm and 
Document Prior 

to Site 
Construction 

12 
Air Quality Design Feature 2 Prior to 

Construction 

: Permits to Operate the diesel-fueled 
emergency generator and firewater pump generator shall be obtained from 
the GBUAPCD. 

GBUAPCD, 
MCEDD and 

MCCDD 
Planning 
Division 

Confirm and 
Document Prior 

to Generator 
Operations 

13 
Air Quality Design Feature 3 Design and : A vapor recovery unit (VRU) shall be used 
to capture motive fluid that could otherwise be released during plant 
maintenance. Operations 

GBUAPCD and 
MC Department 
of Public Works 

Confirm and 
Document 

During Design 
Approval 
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Number Mono County Conditions of Approval Schedule of 
Compliance 

Monitoring 
Entity* 

Verification 
Date 

14 

Air Quality Design Feature 4

• Restrict surface disturbance to the area within the proposed site grading 
plan; 

: The Applicant shall implement the following 
measures to reduce fugitive dust emissions from the Project: 

• Routinely water disturbed surfaces and building materials; 
• Limit maximum construction vehicle speeds to 15 miles per hour 

(mph); 
• Restrict construction activities during periods of high wind (i.e., greater 

than 25 mph); 
• Water or cover all materials transported onto or off of the construction 

site; 
• Pave the plant maintenance road; and 
• Cover all unpaved plant site surfaces with gravel after final grading. 

Construction 

GBUAPCD, 
MCEDD and 

MCCDD 
Planning 
Division 

Confirm and 
Document Prior 

to Site 
Construction 
and Monitor 
During Site 

Construction 

Biological Resources: 

15 
Bio Design Feature 1 Design and 

Construction 

: The M-1 plant site shall drain to a subsurface 
retention basin. Overflow from this basin shall drain via sheet flow to the 
surface for percolation. 

MC Public 
Works 

Department 

Confirm and 
Document 

During Design 
Approval 

16 
Bio Design Feature 2 Prior to MP-I : Short-term and long-term erosion control and 
stormwater construction best management practices (BMP) shall be 
integrated into the interim site reclamation plan for the MP-I plant site. 

Decommissio
ning 

MC Public 
Works 

Department 

Confirm and 
Document 

During Design 
Approval 

17 

Bio Design Feature 3
Design and 

Construction 

: M-1 plant site construction BMP shall be 
implemented, including: placement of straw wattles and/or silt fencing 
along the perimeter of the site, and around topsoil stockpiles; and 
placement of silt fences in drainage swales at the exit point of the site. 

MC Public 
Works 

Department 

Confirm and 
Document 

During Design 
Approval 
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Number Mono County Conditions of Approval Schedule of 
Compliance 

Monitoring 
Entity* 

Verification 
Date 

18 

Bio Design Feature 4

Operations 

: M-1 plant site post-construction BMP shall also be 
implemented, including: the use of erosion control blankets and 
hydroseeding of slopes created by grading outside of the plant site; the 
placement of ¾” rock placed in all areas of the plant site that are not 
covered by pavement or structural concrete; and rock filled trench drains 
and retention facilities shall provide desiltation of storm water runoff. 

MC Department 
of Public 
Works, 

MCEDD and 
MCCDD 
Planning 
Division 

Confirm and 
Document 

During Design 
Approval and 

Monitor 
Throughout the 
Project Lifetime 

19 
Bio Design Feature 5

Construction 
: The on–site construction vehicle maximum speed 

limit shall be limited to 15 miles per hour (mph) to, in part, reduce the 
potential for vehicle impacts with wildlife during construction activities. 

GBUAPCD, 
MCEDD and 

MCCDD 
Planning 
Division 

Monitor During 
Site 

Construction 

20 

Bio Design Feature 6

Construction 

: All noise creating construction activities shall be 
limited to daylight hours; noise levels during construction activities shall be 
kept to a minimum by equipping all on–site equipment with noise 
attenuation devices; and the M-1 plant site facilities shall operate at lower 
noise levels than those of the existing MP-I plant to, in part, reduce the 
impacts from noise on wildlife. 

MCEDD and 
MCCDD 
Planning 
Division 

Monitor During 
Site 

Construction 

21 

Bio Design Feature 7

Prior to and 
During 

Operations 

: The M-1 plant site shall be designed and constructed 
to prevent spills from leaving the site and to prevent runoff from any source 
being channeled or directed in an unnatural way so as to cause erosion, 
siltation, or other detriments; a system of pressure and flow sensing devices 
and regular inspection of all lines, capable of detecting leaks and spills, 
shall be instituted and maintained for the M-1 plant site facilities; the 
proposed M-1 plant site shall be integrated into the existing Geothermal 
Brine Spill Prevention and Response Plan prepared for the Casa Diablo 
geothermal complex; and a Spill Prevention, Control and Countermeasure 
Plan (SPPC Plan) shall be prepared for the plant site and integrated into the 
existing program for hazardous material management and emergency 
response at the Casa Diablo geothermal complex to, in part, reduce the 
potential for adverse offsite effects on biological resources from spills of 
geothermal fluid, petroleum hydrocarbons, or hazardous substances from 
the M-1 plant site. 

MC Department 
of Public 
Works, 

Environmental 
Health, 

MCEDD and 
MCCDD 
Planning 
Division 

Confirm and 
Document 

During Design 
Approval and 

Monitor 
Throughout the 
Project Lifetime 
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Number Mono County Conditions of Approval Schedule of 
Compliance 

Monitoring 
Entity* 

Verification 
Date 

22 
Bio Design Feature 8

Construction 
: Removal of existing pine trees located off of the M-1 

plant site shall be avoided in the placement of the interconnection injection 
pipeline to minimize impacts on offsite vegetation and wildlife habitat. 

MCEDD and 
MCCDD 
Planning 
Division 

Monitor During 
Site 

Construction 

23 

Bio Mitigation Measure 1

Operations 

: The MP-I Project shall be subject to the 
applicable hydrologic and biologic monitoring and remedial action program 
requirements set forth in the Mono County General Plan (Mono County 
General Plan, Conservation/Open Space Element, Energy Resources, 
Goal 1, Objectives C and D), including compliance with conditions 
addressing hydrologic monitoring and remediation contained in the existing 
Conditional Use Permit for the MP-II Geothermal Power Plant. 

MCEDD, 
MCCDD 
Planning 
Division 

and 
the LVHAC 

Monitor 
Throughout the 
Project Lifetime 

24 

Bio Protection Measure 2

Construction 

: All above ground pipelines and transmission 
lines shall be installed using low pressure tracked equipment to minimize 
impacts on vegetation. Understory vegetation and organic horizon may be 
trampled during pipeline and transmission line installation but not removed. 
All Jeffrey pine trees in the installation routes outside of the footprint of the 
M-1 replacement plant site shall be preserved. All interconnection 
transmission line and pipeline installation routes outside of the footprint of 
the M-1 replacement plant site shall be revegetated during the October 
following the respective pipeline or transmission line installations by 
seeding with a [seed mix – scrub] approved by the County which 
emphasizes bitterbrush. 

MCEDD and 
MCCDD 
Planning 
Division 

Monitor During 
Site 

Construction 
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Number Mono County Conditions of Approval Schedule of 
Compliance 

Monitoring 
Entity* 

Verification 
Date 

25 

Bio Protection Measure 3

Post-
Construction 

: A post M-1 plant site construction Revegetation 
Plan shall be prepared and submitted to the County. The Revegetation Plan 
shall specify that topsoil at the M-1 pad site, defined as organic litter and 
mineral soil to a depth of 10 inches, shall be stockpiled at the SCE 
easement edge. This topsoil shall be spread to enhance the revegetation 
areas. The revegetation shall include all pad edges, fill slopes, and areas 
disturbed by equipment, except the very small areas mapped as thermally 
disturbed (i.e., the pre-project condition is already devegetated). 
Revegetation areas shall be seeded and the seed immediately raked in 
during the first October following construction, using [seed mix – scrub]. 
After seed is broadcast, the revegetation area shall be mulched using shrubs 
and forest materials retained from the M-1 pad construction area. Once 
seeding and mulching have been completed, the revegetation areas shall be 
kept off-limits to vehicles except in emergency. Revegetation goals are: (1) 
eight native perennial grasses and four native shrubs per 4-square-meter 
quadrat (average of five quadrats per revegetation area), in all areas except 
those mapped as thermally disturbed; and (2) no populations of new non-
native species (i.e., species that were present at Casa Diablo pre-project are 
allowed). If after 3 years goal (1) is not met, then new seeding and 
mulching is required. If at any time a new non-native population occurs, 
then eradication is required. 

MCEDD and 
MCCDD 
Planning 
Division 

Confirm and 
Document Prior 

to Plant 
Operations and 
Monitor Until 
Revegetation 

Goals are 
Successful 

26 

Bio Protection Measure 4
Design, 

Construction 
and 

Operations 

: Patches totaling about 7.2 acres of high quality 
Wright Buckwheat Dwarf Scrub habitat have been mapped on the private 
land northeast of the M-1 plant site. The Applicant shall protect this habitat 
from further development and mechanical disturbance and designate the 
mapped area for long-term preservation in the Reclamation Plan prepared 
for the County for the Casa Diablo geothermal development. 

MCEDD and 
MCCDD 
Planning 
Division 

Require 
Revision of the 

Reclamation 
Plan and 
Monitor 

Throughout the 
Project Lifetime 

42



Number Mono County Conditions of Approval Schedule of 
Compliance 

Monitoring 
Entity* 

Verification 
Date 

27 

Bio Protection Measure 5: During the seasonal bird nesting period from 
February 15th through September 15th

Pre-
Construction 

, a nesting bird survey shall be 
undertaken by a qualified biologist within the 7-day period prior to 
commencing (or recommencing if activities stop longer than 7 days) 
construction activities on the M-1 plant site. If nesting birds are observed 
on or within 100 feet of the proposed M-1 plant site, then the CDFG shall 
be notified and surface disturbance within 100 feet of the nesting birds shall 
be postponed until a qualified biologist advises that fledging has occurred. 

MCEDD, 
MCCDD 
Planning 
Division 

and 
CDFG 

Confirm and 
Document Prior 

to Site 
Construction 

28 

Bio Protection Measure 6

Pre-
Construction 

: A nesting bird survey shall be undertaken by a 
qualified biologist within the 7-day period prior to beginning 
decommissioning of the existing MP-I power generation superstructure. If 
nesting birds are observed on the existing MP-I power generation 
superstructure, then the CDFG shall be notified and decommissioning 
activities shall be postponed until a qualified biologist advises that fledging 
has occurred. 

MCEDD, 
MCCDD 
Planning 
Division 

and 
CDFG 

Confirm and 
Document Prior 

to Site 
Construction 

29 

Bio Protection Measure 7: The Project shall not erect any linear barriers to 
movement of deer or other wildlife in the area between the existing MP-I 
plant site and the replacement M-1 plant site. During M-1 plant site 
construction, no temporary fencing or pipeline racks shall be erected in this 
same area during the normal periods of mule deer migration, from April 1st 
to May 30th or from September 15th through November 15th

Design and 
Construction 

. 

MCEDD, 
MCCDD 
Planning 
Division 

and 
CDFG 

Confirm and 
Document 
During Site 

Construction 

30 

Bio Protection Measure 8

Design and 
Construction 

: A new deer crossing shall be constructed over 
the existing pipeline rack between the existing MP-I plant site and the 
replacement M-1 plant site to enhance mule deer and other wildlife 
movement through the Project area. The crossing shall be approximately 
30 feet wide and shall be located near the 90 degree turn in the pipeline 
from east-west to north-south (at about 37.64590◦N, -118.91358◦W). The 
crossing shall be earthen filled over the pipeline rack. The new fill slopes, 
the earthen top, and the adjacent disturbed area shall be revegetated using 
[seed mix – scrub] and Jeffrey pines on 20-foot centers. The finished 
crossing shall resemble the existing crossing at the SCE easement located 
approximately 320 feet east of the 90 degree turn. 

MCEDD, 
MCCDD 
Planning 
Division 

and 
CDFG 

Confirm and 
Document 

During Design 
Approval and 

Post-
Construction 

43



Number Mono County Conditions of Approval Schedule of 
Compliance 

Monitoring 
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Verification 
Date 

31 

Bio Protection Measure 9

Design, 
Construction 

and 
Operations 

: The mule deer movement corridor identified on 
the northeastern side of the existing Casa Diablo geothermal complex shall 
be maintained free from further development and mechanical disturbance to 
provide continuing wildlife movement through the Casa Diablo area. This 
area generally coincides with the patches of Wright Buckwheat Dwarf 
Scrub community referenced in Bio Protection Measure 4, and the adjacent 
three acres of Singleleaf Pinyon Woodland, and one acre of Jeffrey Pine 
Forest. The Applicant shall protect this movement corridor from further 
development and mechanical disturbance and designate the mapped area 
for long-term preservation in the Reclamation Plan prepared for the County 
for the Casa Diablo geothermal development. 

MCEDD and 
MCCDD 
Planning 
Division 

 

Require 
Revision of the 

Reclamation 
Plan and 
Monitor 

Throughout the 
Project Lifetime 

32 

Bio Protection Measure 10

Operations 

: All operational waste facilities shall be located 
within exclusion fences of at least six feet in height to avoid attracting 
potential predators (i.e., including bears, coyotes, and ravens) to the area. 
Gates shall be kept closed if a waste facility is present. All waste 
receptacles shall be fitted with bear-proof lids. The lids shall be kept closed, 
and waste receptacle lid-closure shall be added to the standard plant 
operating protocol. Visiting contractors shall be made aware of the 
importance of proper waste disposal within the Project area. 

MCEDD and 
MCCDD 
Planning 
Division 

Monitor 
Throughout the 
Project Lifetime 

33 

Bio Protection Measure 11

Design and 
Construction 

: Construction lighting shall be shielded away 
from the area located between the existing MP-I plant site and the 
replacement M-1 plant site. Operational lighting located along the northern, 
western, and southern boundaries of the replacement M-1 plant site; and the 
eastern and southern boundaries of the new MP-I storage yard, shall be 
shielded and directed downward or inward away from deer movement 
corridors. 

MC Department 
of Public Works 

Confirm and 
Document 

During Design 
Approval 

34 

Bio Protection Measure 12

Operations 

: The operational vehicle speed limit in the 
Project area shall be posted and restricted to a maximum 15 miles per hour 
to minimize the potential for vehicle impacts on wildlife. Distractions such 
as using electronic devices, cell phones, etc. shall be prohibited in moving 
vehicles in the Casa Diablo area. Visiting contractors shall be made aware 
of the wildlife collision avoidance rules. 

MCEDD and 
MCCDD 
Planning 
Division 

Monitor 
Throughout the 
Project Lifetime 

44



Number Mono County Conditions of Approval Schedule of 
Compliance 

Monitoring 
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Verification 
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35 

Bio Protection Measure 13

Operations 

: To avoid harassment of wildlife or take of 
special status wildlife species, all dogs brought into the Project area shall be 
kept on leash unless they are brought into the fenced MP-I plant site or 
fenced M-1 replacement plant site areas and the gates are closed. 
Contractors shall be informed of the requirement that dogs be leashed and 
gates closed. 

MCEDD and 
MCCDD 
Planning 
Division 

Monitor 
Throughout the 
Project Lifetime 

36 

Bio Protection Measure 14

Design and 
Construction 

: All constructed basins in the Project area shall 
have finished slopes of 1:3 or less for at least 10 percent of the basin 
perimeter, with no less than one such slope every 100 feet of perimeter to 
facilitate wildlife escape from the basins. This may be accomplished by 
constructing ramp-like slopes or by piling dirt inside the basins at the 
required slope and interval. 

MC Department 
of Public Works 

Confirm and 
Document 

During Design 
Approval 

37 

Bio Protection Measure 15

Pre-
Construction 

: A biological survey for amphibians shall be 
conducted of the existing pond on the MP-I plant within the 7-day period 
prior to demolition of the pond. The CDFG shall be notified if any 
amphibian populations are discovered during the survey. The CDFG shall 
be allowed to determine whether relocation or extermination of the 
amphibian species is indicated. 

MCEDD, 
MCCDD 
Planning 
Division 

and 
CDFG 

Confirm and 
Document Prior 

to Pond 
Demolition 

38 

Bio Protection Measure 16

Design, 
Construction 

and 
Operations 

: All perchable pole tops greater than 20 feet in 
height located near the southern boundary of the M-1 plant site abutting 
undisturbed native scrub habitat, shall be fitted with passive raptor and 
raven perching deterrents (e.g., Nixalite® bird spikes or equivalent). Any 
accumulations of raptor or raven droppings on M-1 plant site structures 
would trigger expanding the passive raptor and raven perching deterrents to 
the affected structure(s). No new potential perches of 20-foot in height or 
greater shall be authorized in the new MP-I storage yard following 
decommissioning activities. 

MCEDD and 
MCCDD 
Planning 
Division 

Confirm and 
Document Prior 

to Operations 
and Monitor 

Throughout the 
Project Lifetime 

Cultural Resources 

39 

Cultural Design Feature 1

Construction 

: The Applicant shall implement all 
environmental protection measures to reduce the adverse effects of the 
Project on cultural resources that were recommended in the baseline 
cultural resources survey reports prepared for the Project area. 

MCEDD and 
MCCDD 
Planning 
Division 

Confirm and 
Document 
During Site 

Grading 

45



Number Mono County Conditions of Approval Schedule of 
Compliance 

Monitoring 
Entity* 

Verification 
Date 

40 

Cultural Protection Measure 1

Construction 

: In the unlikely event that human remains 
are encountered during the construction phase of the project, excavation 
activities shall be stopped and the County Coroner must be contacted. If the 
County Coroner determines that the remains are those of Native Americans, 
the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) must be contacted 
within 24 hours and a Most Likely Descendant will be assigned to consult 
with the County to develop an agreement for the treatment and disposition 
of the remains. 

MCEDD, 
MCCDD 
Planning 
Division 

and 
NAHC 

Confirm and 
Document 
During Site 

Grading 

Geology and Soils 

41 
Geo Design Feature 1 Design and 

Construction 

: Applicant shall implement those measures 
recommended in the report of the geotechnical investigation of the site to 
mitigate impacts due to geotechnical, soils and geologic constraints. 

MC Public 
Works 

Department 

Confirm and 
Document 

During Design 
Approval 

42 
Geo Design Feature 2 Design and 

Construction 

: All buildings and structures shall be constructed to 
meet applicable earthquake safety codes and the 2010 Uniform Building 
Code adopted by Mono County. 

MCCDD 

Confirm and 
Document 

During Design 
Approval 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

43 

HazMat Design Feature 1

Design and 
Construction 

: The power plant site shall be designed and 
constructed to prevent spills from leaving the site and endangering adjacent 
properties and waterways, and to prevent runoff from any source being 
channeled or directed in an unnatural way so as to cause erosion, siltation, 
or other detriments. 

MC Public 
Works 

Department, 
Environmental 

Health 

Confirm and 
Document Prior 

to Operations 

44 
HazMat Design Feature 2 Design, 

Construction 
and 

Operations 

: A system of pressure and flow sensing devices 
and regular inspection of all lines, capable of detecting leaks and spills, 
shall be instituted and maintained. 

MCEDD and 
MCCDD 
Planning 
Division 

Confirm and 
Document Prior 

to Operations 
and Monitor 

Throughout the 
Project Lifetime 

46



Number Mono County Conditions of Approval Schedule of 
Compliance 

Monitoring 
Entity* 

Verification 
Date 

45 

HazMat Design Feature 3

Design, 
Construction 

and 
Operations 

: The existing program for hazardous material 
management and emergency response at the Casa Diablo geothermal 
complex shall be expanded to include the M–1 plant site and operations, 
including: (a) the existing Spill Pollution Control and Countermeasure 
(SPCC) Plan; (b) the California Accidental Release Prevention (CalARP) 
Program; (c) the EPA Risk Management Plan (RMP); and (d) the OSHA 
Process Safety Management (PSM) Program to include the new M–1 plant. 

MCEDD, 
MCCDD 
Planning 

Division and 
MC Health 

Department, 
Environmental 
Health Division 

Confirm and 
Document Prior 

to Operations 
and Monitor 

Throughout the 
Project Lifetime 

46 

HazMat Design Feature 4 Design, 
Construction 

and 
Operations 

: The existing program for fire prevention and 
suppression at the Casa Diablo geothermal complex shall be amended and 
integrated to include the M–1 replacement plant facilities and operating 
procedures. 

Long Valley 
Fire Protection 

District 
(LVFPD) 

Confirm and 
Document Prior 

to Operations 
and Monitor 

Throughout the 
Project Lifetime 

47 
HazMat Design Feature 5

Operations 
: No hazardous materials, chemicals, or wastes 

shall be stored in the new storage yard constructed in the footprint of the 
decommissioned MP-I plant site. 

MCEDD, 
Environmental 

Health and 
MCCDD 
Planning 
Division 

Monitor 
Throughout the 
Project Lifetime 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

48 
Hydro Design Feature 1 Design and 

Construction 

: The M-1 plant site shall drain to a subsurface 
retention basin. Overflow from this basin shall drain via sheet flow to the 
surface for percolation. 

MC Public 
Works 

Department 

Confirm and 
Document Prior 

to Operations 

49 
Hydro Design Feature 1 Construction 

and 
Operations 

: Short-term and long-term erosion control and 
stormwater construction best management practices (BMPs) shall be 
integrated into the interim site reclamation plan for the MP-I plant site. 

MC Public 
Works 

Department 
and Lahontan 

RWQCB 

Confirm and 
Document Prior 
to Construction 
and Operations, 

Respectively 

47



Number Mono County Conditions of Approval Schedule of 
Compliance 

Monitoring 
Entity* 

Verification 
Date 

50 

Hydro Design Feature 3

Construction 

: M-1 plant site construction BMPs shall be 
implemented, including: placement of straw wattles and/or silt fencing 
along the perimeter of the site, and around topsoil stockpiles; and 
placement of silt fences in drainage swales at the exit point of the site. 

MC Public 
Works 

Department 
and Lahontan 

RWQCB 

Confirm and 
Document Prior 
to Construction 

51 

Hydro Design Feature 4

Post-
Construction 

: M-1 plant site post-construction BMPs shall also 
be implemented, including: the use of erosion control blankets and 
hydroseeding of slopes created by grading outside of the plant site; the 
placement of ¾” rock placed in all areas of the plant site that are not 
covered by pavement or structural concrete; and rock filled trench drains 
and retention facilities shall provide desiltation of storm water runoff. 

MC Public 
Works 

Department 
and Lahontan 

RWQCB 

Confirm and 
Document Prior 

to Operations 

52 

Hydro Design Feature 5

Design, 
Construction 

and 
Operations 

: The M-1 plant site shall be designed and 
constructed to prevent spills from leaving the site and to prevent runoff 
from any source being channeled or directed in an unnatural way so as to 
cause erosion, siltation, or other detriments; a system of pressure and flow 
sensing devices and regular inspection of all lines, capable of detecting 
leaks and spills, shall be instituted and maintained for the M-1 plant site 
facilities; the proposed M-1 plant site shall be integrated into the existing 
Geothermal Brine Spill Prevention and Response Plan prepared for the 
Casa Diablo geothermal complex; and a Spill Prevention, Control and 
Countermeasure Plan (SPPC Plan) shall be prepared for the plant site and 
integrated into the existing program for hazardous material management 
and emergency response at the Casa Diablo geothermal complex to, in part, 
reduce the potential for adverse offsite effects on water resources from 
spills of geothermal fluid, petroleum hydrocarbons, or hazardous 
substances from the M-1 plant site. 

MC Public 
Works 

Department, 
MC Health 

Department, 
Environmental 
Health Division 

and 
Lahontan 
RWQCB 

Confirm and 
Document 

During Design 
Approval and 

then Monitored 
Throughout the 
Project Lifetime 

48



Number Mono County Conditions of Approval Schedule of 
Compliance 

Monitoring 
Entity* 

Verification 
Date 

53 

Hydro Design Feature 6

Design and 
Construction 

: No element of the project construction shall result 
in the alteration of the blue-line drainage channel, or discharge of fill 
material into, the blue-line drainage channel that crosses the site between 
the existing MP-I and proposed M-1 plant sites, adjacent to Old 
Highway 395. Prior to commencement of construction, the Applicant shall 
provide to the County the proposed engineering design for the road 
crossing which demonstrates to the County that no impact to this drainage 
channel would occur as a result of project construction. 

MC Department 
of Public 
Works, 

MCEDD and 
MCCDD 
Planning 
Division 

Confirm and 
Document 

During Design 
Approval and 

Monitor 
Through 

Construction 

54 

Hydro Mitigation Measure 1

Operations 

: Headwalls and sluice gates constructed on 
culverts draining the Casa Diablo geothermal complex to provide area-wide 
emergency spill containment and prevent surface drainage from escaping 
the area shall be inspected and maintained routinely. 

MC Public 
Works, 

Environmental 
Health 

Department 
and Lahontan 

RWQCB 

Confirm and 
Document 

During Design 
Approval and 

then Monitored 
Throughout the 
Project Lifetime 

55 

Hydro Mitigation Measure 2

Operations 

: All geothermal fluid, petroleum product, and 
hazardous substance spill containment and emergency response plans 
proposed for the Project shall be maintained current throughout the life of 
the Project. 

MCEDD, 
MCCDD 
Planning 

Division and 
MC Health 

Department, 
Environmental 
Health Division 

Monitor 
Throughout the 
Project Lifetime 

23* 
[Restated] 

Hydro Mitigation Measure 3

Operations 

: The MP-I Project shall be subject to the 
applicable hydrologic and biologic monitoring and remedial action program 
requirements set forth in the Mono County General Plan (Mono County 
General Plan, Conservation/Open Space Element, Energy Resources, 
Goal 1, Objectives C and D), including compliance with conditions 
addressing hydrologic monitoring and remediation contained in the existing 
Conditional Use Permit for the MP-II Geothermal Power Plant. 

MCEDD, 
MCCDD 
Planning 
Division 

and 
the LVHAC 

Monitor 
Throughout the 
Project Lifetime 

49



Number Mono County Conditions of Approval Schedule of 
Compliance 

Monitoring 
Entity* 

Verification 
Date 

Noise 

56 Noise Design Feature 1 Construction : All noisy construction activities shall be limited to 
daylight hours. 

MCEDD and 
MCCDD 
Planning 
Division 

Monitor During 
Site 

Construction 

57 
Noise Design Feature 2

Construction 
: Noise levels during construction activities shall be 

kept to a minimum by equipping all on–site equipment with noise 
attenuation devices. 

MCEDD and 
MCCDD 
Planning 
Division 

Monitor During 
Site 

Construction 

58 Noise Design Feature 3 Construction : All project construction activities and normal 
operations shall comply with applicable County noise requirements. 

MCEDD and 
MCCDD 
Planning 
Division 

Monitor During 
Site 

Construction 

Land Use/Planning 

5** 
[Restated] 

Land Use/Planning Design Feature 1
Design 

: An Outdoor Lighting Plan shall be 
prepared and implemented for the M–1 plant site in conformance with the 
Mono County Dark Sky Regulations. 

MC Public 
Works 

Department 

Confirm and 
Document 

During Design 
Approval 

42** 
(Restated] 

Land Use/Planning Design Feature 2 Design and 
Construction 

: All buildings and structures shall be 
constructed to meet applicable earthquake safety codes and the 2010 
Uniform Building Code adopted by Mono County. 

MCCDD 

Confirm and 
Document 

During Design 
Approval 

53*** 
[Restated] 

Land Use/Planning Design Feature 3

Design and 
Construction 

: No element of the project 
construction shall result in the alteration of the blue-line drainage channel, 
or discharge of fill material into, the blue-line drainage channel that crosses 
the site between the existing MP-I and proposed M-1 plant sites, adjacent to 
Old Highway 395. Prior to commencement of construction, the Applicant 
shall provide to the County the proposed engineering design for the road 
crossing which demonstrates to the County that no impact to this drainage 
channel would occur as a result of project construction. 

MC Department 
of Public 
Works, 

MCEDD and 
MCCDD 
Planning 
Division 

Confirm and 
Document 

During Design 
Approval and 

Monitor 
Through 

Construction 

50



Number Mono County Conditions of Approval Schedule of 
Compliance 

Monitoring 
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Verification 
Date 

58** 
[Restated] 

Land Use/Planning Design Feature 4 Construction : All project construction activities and 
normal operations shall comply with applicable County noise requirements. 

MCEDD and 
MCCDD 
Planning 
Division 

Monitor During 
Site 

Construction 

10** 
[Restated] 

Land Use/Planning Protection Measure 1

Prior to the 
End of 

Construction 

: A Landscape Plan shall be 
prepared to provide visual screening of views of the proposed storage yard 
to be created in the footprint of the existing MP-I plant site, particularly 
along the southwestern and southeastern edges of the facility. The 
Landscape Plan shall be designed to achieve applicable standards set forth 
in Section 08.010 through 08.060 (Scenic Combining District and State 
Scenic Highway) of the Mono County General Plan Land Use Element and 
shall be approved by the County prior to the required decommissioning of 
the MP-I plant site. Visual screening alternatives could include installing 
metal slats in the chain link fence; installing and maintaining native 
vegetation consisting of such species as Jeffery pine, bitterbrush, and 
sagebrush; or other measures consistent with achieving the applicable 
County standards. 

MCEDD and 
MCCDD 
Planning 
Division 

Confirm and 
Document Prior 

to Plant 
Operations 

51



Number Mono County Conditions of Approval Schedule of 
Compliance 

Monitoring 
Entity* 

Verification 
Date 

Cumulative Effects 

59 

Cumulative Bio Mitigation Measure 1

• Conducting baseline deer studies of proposed projects in the Casa 
Diablo Hot Springs area and monitoring deer use within and near a new 
proposed project. 

: Constraints to wildlife movement 
through the Casa Diablo Hot Springs area shall be evaluated as part of any 
new development project proposed in the area. Measures shall be included 
as part of each new development project that would prevent the respective 
project from becoming a substantial obstacle to wildlife movement through 
or around the respective proposed development area. Mitigation measures 
to reduce cumulative impacts should be project specific, but examples of 
suggested measures to mitigate cumulative impacts include: 

• Designing pipeline corridors or other potential physical obstacles to 
allow for deer and other wildlife movement such that dips, piled soil 
crossings or other proposed constructs to facilitate wildlife travel 
through identified major movement corridors are adopted as part of a 
new proposed project. 

• Requiring that proposed project lighting be shielded away from 
identified major deer and other wildlife movement corridors. 

Design, 
Construction 

and 
Operations 

MCEDD, 
MCCDD 
Planning 
Division 

and/or the 
Responsible 

Federal Agency 
and 

CDFG 

Review 
Baseline 

Surveys and 
Impacts on 

Wildlife 
Movement Prior 
to Decisions on 

Project 
Approval and 
Confirm and 
Document 

During Design 
Approval 

60 

Cumulative Bio Mitigation Measure 2

Operations 

: Water which may accumulate in 
geothermal well site basins from precipitation shall be removed to a 
standing depth of 2 inches from the respective basins on a daily basis or as 
soon as operationally feasible; and liquids deposited into the basins shall 
either be removed daily to a standing depth of 2 inches, or the basins shall 
be made wildlife escapable by creating earthen ramps at slopes of 1:3 or 
less at intervals of 100 feet apart or less around the perimeter of the 
standing depth of the liquid stored in the basin. Alternatives for providing 
equally effective measures which would allow wildlife to escape unharmed 
from the well site basins may be authorized subject to Mono County and 
CDFG approval. 

MCEDD, 
MCCDD 
Planning 
Division 

and/or the 
Responsible 

Federal Agency 
and 

CDFG 

Confirm and 
Document 

During Design 
Approval 

52
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Entity* 

Verification 
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61 

Cumulative Bio Mitigation Measure 3

Operations 

: All existing and future geothermal 
power plant projects in the Hot Creek buffer zone, or in the vicinity of Casa 
Diablo Hot Springs, shall be subject to the applicable hydrologic and 
biologic monitoring and remedial action program requirements set forth in 
the Mono County General Plan (Mono County General Plan, 
Conservation/Open Space Element, Energy Resources, Goal 1, 
Objectives C and D, as may be amended), including compliance with 
conditions addressing hydrologic monitoring and remediation contained in 
the existing Conditional Use Permit for the MP-II Geothermal Power Plant. 

MCEDD, 
MCCDD 
Planning 
Division 

and/or the 
Responsible 

Federal Agency 
and  

the LVHAC 

Require 
Monitoring and 

Remedial 
Action Program 
with Decisions 
on Respective 

Project 
Approval and 

Monitor 
Throughout the 
Project Lifetime 

61* 
[Restated] 

Cumulative Hydro Mitigation Measure 1

Operations 

: All existing and future 
geothermal power plant projects in the Hot Creek buffer zone, or in the 
vicinity of Casa Diablo Hot Springs, shall be subject to the applicable 
hydrologic and biologic monitoring and remedial action program 
requirements set forth in the Mono County General Plan (Mono County 
General Plan, Conservation/Open Space Element, Energy Resources, 
Goal 1, Objectives C and D, as may be amended), including compliance 
with conditions addressing hydrologic monitoring and remediation 
contained in the existing Conditional Use Permit for the MP-II Geothermal 
Power Plant. 

MCEDD, 
MCCDD 
Planning 
Division 

and/or the 
Responsible 

Federal Agency 
and 

the LVHAC 

Require 
Monitoring and 

Remedial 
Action Program 
with Decisions 
on Respective 

Project 
Approval and 

Monitor 
Throughout the 
Project Lifetime 

61* 
[Restated] 

Cumulative Land Use/Planning Mitigation Measure 1

Operations 

: All existing and 
future geothermal power plant projects in the Hot Creek buffer zone, or in 
the vicinity of Casa Diablo Hot Springs, shall be subject to the applicable 
hydrologic and biologic monitoring and remedial action program 
requirements set forth in the Mono County General Plan (Mono County 
General Plan, Conservation/Open Space Element, Energy Resources, 
Goal 1, Objectives C and D, as may be amended), including compliance 
with conditions addressing hydrologic monitoring and remediation 
contained in the existing Conditional Use Permit for the MP-II Geothermal 
Power Plant. 

MCEDD, 
MCCDD 
Planning 
Division 

and/or the 
Responsible 

Federal Agency 
and 

the LVHAC 

Require 
Monitoring and 

Remedial 
Action Program 
with Decisions 
on Respective 

Project 
Approval and 

Monitor 
Throughout the 
Project Lifetime 

53
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Compliance 
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Entity* 

Verification 
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62 
Cumulative Aesthetics Protection Measure 1 Construction 

and 
Operations 

: Applicable Mono County 
lighting standards shall apply to all projects in the Casa Diablo geothermal 
development complex. 

MCEDD and 
MCCDD 
Planning 
Division 

Confirm and 
Document 

During 
Respective 

Project Design 
Approval 

63 

Cumulative Air Quality Protection Measure 1
Construction 

and 
Operations 

: Vehicle speeds shall be 
restricted to a maximum speed of 15 miles per hour for project-related 
travel on all unpaved access roads. Vehicle speed limits shall be posted in 
conformance with applicable Mono County and/or U.S. Forest Service 
(USFS) requirements and restrictions. 

MCEDD, 
MCCDD 
Planning 

Division and/or 
the BLM, USFS 

and 
GBUAPCD 

Require with 
Decisions on 
Respective 

Project 
Approval and 

Monitor 
Throughout the 
Project Lifetime 

* The monitoring entities identified by abbreviation in these tabulated Conditions of Approval are as follows: 
BLM ≡ U.S. Department of Interior, Bureau of Land Management 
CDFG ≡ California Department of Fish and Game 
CDOGGR ≡ California Division of Oil, Gas and Geothermal Resources 
GBUAPCD ≡ Great Basin Unified Air Pollution Control District 
LVFPD ≡ Long Valley Fire Protection District 
LVHAC ≡ Long Valley Hydrologic Advisory Committee 
MCCDD ≡ Mono County Community Development Department 
MCEDD ≡ Mono County Economic Development Department 
RWQCB ≡ Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board 
USFS ≡ U.S. Department of Agriculture, Inyo National Forest 
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Exhibit I 

Comment Letters and Attachments on the  

Revised Draft EIR (RDEIR)
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Exhibit II 

Comment Letters and Attachments on the 

Second Revised Draft EIR (RDEIR2) 
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Unified Final EIR 
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RESOLUTION R12-__ 

 
A RESOLUTION OF THE MONO COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

DENYING APPEAL OF PLANNING COMMISSION APPROVAL OF CUP 12-004, VARIANCE 12-

002, RECLAMATION PLAN 12-001, FEIR FINDINGS AND ADOPTION, NOTICE OF 

DETERMINATION AND GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT [SIC] FILED BY  

LABORERS INTERNATIONAL UNION OF NORTH AMERICA, LOCAL 783 (LIUNA); 

CERTIFYING AND ADOPTING THE FEIR FOR THE PROJECT; AND AFFIRMING THE 

PLANNING COMMISSION’S APPROVALS 

WHEREAS, the Mammoth Pacific I Replacement Project involves the replacement of the 

existing MP-1 power plant, located near Casa Diablo Hot Springs, with a new binary power plant to be 

located on the same site; reclamation and partial reuse of the existing power plant site; and the ultimate 

reclamation of all operations on the site (the “Project”).  The existing geothermal well field and level of 

geothermal extraction would not be altered by the Project; and 

WHEREAS, the Mono County Planning Commission did, on October 11, 2012, hold a properly 

noticed and advertised public hearing to hear all testimony and consider all evidence relevant to the Project, 

related approvals, and the Final Environmental Impact Report, consisting of the RDEIR, RDEIR2 and Final 

EIR (FEIR); and 

WHEREAS, following the public hearing, the Planning Commission certified and approved the 

FEIR and Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP), Conditional Use Permit 12-004, 

Variance 12-002, and Reclamation Plan 12-001, thereby approving the Project, effective upon the conclusion 

of any appeal or upon clarification by this Board of provisions of the Mono County General Plan 

clarification by this Board, whichever occurs last; and   

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission additionally recommended that the Board of Supervisors 

adopt General Plan Clarifying Amendment 12-003(b), related to setbacks from mapped watercourses 

applicable to geothermal development within the Hot Creek Buffer Zone; and 

WHEREAS, on October 19, 2012, Laborers International Union of North America, Local 783 

(LIUNA) filed an appeal of the Notice of Decision and 10/11/2012 approvals by the Planning Commission, 

including Use Permit 12-004, Variance 12-002, Reclamation Plan 12-001, CEQA approvals (FEIR, CEQA 

findings), and General Plan Amendment [sic]; and 

 WHEREAS, having considered the appeal filed by LIUNA during a duly noticed public hearing 

held on November 13, 2012, and based on the information provided in the FEIR, public comment received, 

and information provided by LIUNA, the applicant, the public, and staff, the Board of Supervisors desires to 

affirm the Notice of  Decision and 10/11/2012 approvals by the Planning Commission, including Use Permit 

12-004, Variance 12-002, Reclamation Plan 12-001, CEQA approvals (FEIR, CEQA findings), and General 

Plan Amendment [sic] with those modifications, if any, stated herein or on the record, thereby denying the 

appeal filed by LIUNA; 

 

NOW, THEREFORE, the Mono County Board of Supervisors hereby AFFIRMS the findings of 

the Mono County Planning Commission for the Project and FINDS and RESOLVES as follows: 
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1. A Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) has been completed for the Project in 

compliance with CEQA; and 

 

2. The FEIR has been presented to the Board of Supervisors, which is the decision maker 

with respect to the appeal; and  

 

3. The Board of Supervisors has reviewed and considered the information contained in the FEIR for 

the Project; and 

 

4. The FEIR reflects the lead agency’s independent judgment and analysis; and  

 

5. The FEIR has identified potentially significant effects of the project which, as the result of changes 

or alterations incorporated into the Project, have been avoided or reduced to a less-than-significant 

level, as set forth in Exhibit A to this resolution, which is hereby incorporated by this reference as 

if fully set forth herein; and 

 

6. Potential alternatives to the proposed Project are either not feasible or do not provide 

environmental benefit in comparison to the proposed Project, as set forth in Exhibit A; and 

 

7. The Mono County Board of Supervisors does hereby certify and adopt the FEIR and the mitigation 

monitoring and reporting program for the Mammoth Pacific I Replacement Project, thereby 

denying the appeal of FEIR approval filed by LIUNA.  

 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT the Mono County Board of Supervisors hereby: 

 

1. Affirms and makes each of the findings of the Planning Commission set forth in Exhibit B 

to this resolution, which is hereby incorporated by reference as if fully set forth herein, 

related to approval of Variance 12-002; and 

 

2. Affirms the Planning Commission’s approval of Variance 12-002, thereby denying the 

appeal of the variance filed by LIUNA. 

 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT the Mono County Board of Supervisors hereby: 

 

1. Affirms and makes each of the findings of the Mono County Planning Commission set forth 

in Exhibit C to this resolution, which is hereby incorporated by reference as if fully set forth 

herein, related to approval of Conditional Use Permit 12-004; and 

 

2. Affirms the Planning Commission’s approval of Conditional Use Permit 12-004 for the 

Project, with the modification set forth in paragraph 3 below, including Conditions of 

Approval, the Mitigation Monitoring, and Reporting Program, and height exception for 

mechanical appurtenances, thereby denying the appeal of the approval of the CUP filed by 

LIUNA.   
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3. General Condition #3 of the Use Permit Conditions shall be revised to read as follows:  “The 

combined rate of geothermal fluid production utilized by the Project, including during any interim 

period when the M-1 and MP-1 plants are operating simultaneously, shall not exceed the present rate 

of geothermal fluid flow utilized in the operation of the MP-1 plant, unless offset by equivalent 

reductions at the MPII plant.” 

 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT the Mono County Board of Supervisors hereby: 

 

1. Affirms and makes each of the findings of the Mono County Planning Commission set forth 

in Exhibit D to this resolution, which is hereby incorporated by reference as if fully set forth 

herein, related to approval of Reclamation Plan 12-001; and  

 

2. Affirms the Planning Commission’s approval of Reclamation Plan 12-001, thereby denying 

the appeal the Reclamation Plan approval filed by LIUNA. 

 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT the Mono County Board of Supervisors hereby approves 

and affirms the Notice of Decision for the Project, with such changes and modifications, if any, as 

noted herein or stated on the record. 

 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT the Mono County Board of Supervisors hereby denies the 

appeal of the General Plan Amendment [sic] as premature, because the proposed General Plan 

Clarifying Amendment recommended by the Planning Commission has not been adopted by this 

Board. 

 

PASSED AND ADOPTED this 13th day of November, 2012, by the following vote of the Board 

of Supervisors, County of Mono: 

 

 AYES :   

 

 NOES :  

 

 ABSENT :  

 

 ABSTAIN :  

 

                    ________________________________ 

       Vikki Magee-Bauer, Chair 

  

 

 

 

ATTEST:      APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
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____________________________   _______________________________              

Lynda Roberts                                                             Marshall S. Rudolph  

Clerk of the Board County Counsel 
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EXHIBIT A 

 

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT FINDINGS PURSUANT TO CEQA GUIDELINE 

SECTION 15091 

MAMMOTH PACIFIC I REPLACEMENT PROJECT 

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

 

The State of California Public Resources Code Section 21081 and CEQA Guidelines Section 

15091 require a public agency, prior to approving a project, to identify significant impacts of the 

project and make one or more of three allowable findings for each of the significant impacts: 

 

• The first allowable finding is that “[c]hanges or alterations have been required in, or 

incorporated into, the project which avoid or substantially lessen the significant 

environmental effect as identified in the Final EIR.” (State CEQA Guidelines Section 

15091, subd. (a)(1)) 

• The second allowable finding is that “[s]uch changes or alterations are within the 

responsibility and jurisdiction of another public agency and not the agency making the 

finding.  Such changes have been adopted by such other agency or can and should be 

adopted by such other agency.” (State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15091, subd. (a)(2)) 

• The third allowable finding is that “[s]pecific economic, legal, social, technological, or 

other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly trained 

workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the 

Final EIR.” (State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15091 (a)(3)) 

After reviewing the Final EIR and the public record on the Project, the County hereby makes the 

findings in Parts I through IV of this document regarding the significant effects of the Mammoth 

Pacific I Replacement Project (Project) pursuant to Section 15091 of the State CEQA Guidelines.   

All effects of the Project on the environment are hereby found to be not significant after 

mitigation.  Cumulative impacts of the Project in conjunction with other related approved, 

proposed, or projects currently under construction have been addressed where applicable, and 

would not be significant after mitigation.   

 

PART I: FINDINGS RELATIVE TO POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS 

 

Because certain effects of the Project were analyzed in the EIR as potentially significant and 

because project design features, alterations, or mitigation measures have been imposed which 

avoid or further reduce those effects, the Planning Commission hereby finds as follows: 

 

A. Aesthetics 

1. Potentially Significant Effect:  The Project could substantially degrade the 

existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings if not subject 

to design features, alterations, or mitigation measures. 

 

Statement of Facts:  The Project implements design features designed to screen 

the proposed M-1 plant from public view.  These features consist of earth-tone 

painting, pine tree preservation, a restriction on the height of materials stored, 

and placement of the interconnection transmission line near ground level.  In 

addition, a Landscape Plan has been prepared and must be approved by the 
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County.  The Landscape Plan identifies specific visual screening measures to be 

implemented at the storage yard to be located in the footprint of the existing MP-

I plant, which is to be removed.  With implementation of these design features 

and the protection measure, Project impacts would be less than significant and no 

mitigation is required. 

 

Finding:  Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into the 

Project which reduces this potential impact to a level that is less than significant. 

 

2. Potentially Significant Effect:  The Project could create a new source of 

substantial light or glare that would adversely affect nighttime views in the area 

if not subject to design features, alterations, or mitigation measures. 

 

Statement of Facts:  The Project implements design features to reduce nighttime 

visibility caused by lighting of the proposed M-1 plant and associated facilities.  

These features consist of downward projection of power plant lighting and 

preparation/implementation of an Outdoor Lighting Plan for the Project in 

conformance with County Dark Sky Regulations.  With implementation of these 

design features, Project impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation 

is required. 

 

Finding:  Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into the 

Project which reduces this potential impact to a level that is less than significant. 

 

B. Air Quality 

 

1. Potentially Significant Effect:  The Project could conflict with or obstruct 

implementation of the applicable air quality plan if not subject to design features, 

alterations, or mitigation measures. 

 

Statement of Facts:  The Project implements design features designed to 

eliminate the potential for conflicts with applicable Great Basin Unified Air 

Pollution Control District (GBUAPCD) plans and policies, including obtaining 

an Authority to Construct permit for the proposed M-1 plant and permits to 

operate the diesel fueled emergency generator and firewater pump generator.  All 

permits shall be obtained from the GBUAPCD.  With implementation of these 

design features, Project impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation 

is required. 

 

Finding:  Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into the 

Project which reduces this potential impact to a level that is less than significant. 

 

2. Potentially Significant Effect:  The Project could result in the violation of an air 

quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing air quality violation if 

not subject to design features, alterations, or mitigation measures. 

 

Statement of Facts:  The Project implements design features to ensure that air 

pollution emissions from the site are reduced to the maximum extent practicable.  

These features consist of installing a vapor recovery unit to capture motive fluid 

that could otherwise be released during plant maintenance and compliance with 

fugitive dust emission control measures during Project construction activity.  
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With implementation of these design features, Project impacts would be less than 

significant and no mitigation is required. 

 

Finding:  Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into the 

Project which reduces this potential impact to a level that is less than significant. 

 

C. Biological Resources 

 

1. Potentially Significant Effect:  The Project could have a substantial adverse 

effect on riparian habitat and/or federally protected wetlands as defined by 

Section 404 of the Clean Water Act if not subject to design features, alterations, 

or mitigation measures. 

 

Statement of Facts:  The Project implements design features designed to reduce 

soil erosion and sedimentation impacts associated with runoff from the Project 

site.  These design features include installation of a subsurface retention basin at 

the proposed M-1 plant site, implementation of erosion control/stormwater 

construction best management practices (BMPs) in the interim site reclamation 

plan for the MP-I plant site, and implementation of M-1 plant site construction 

and post-construction BMPs.  With implementation of these design features, 

Project impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation is required. 

 

Finding:  Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into the 

Project which reduces this potential impact to a level that is less than significant. 

 

2. Potentially Significant Effect:  The Project could interfere with the movement of 

native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native 

resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife 

nursery sites if not subject to design features, alterations, or mitigation measures. 

 

Statement of Facts:  The Project implements design features intended to reduce 

potential interference with fish and wildlife.  These design features include (a) 

implementation of a 15 mile-per-hour speed limit for all on-site construction 

vehicles; (b) construction and operation noise reduction measures including use 

of noise attenuation devices on construction equipment; (c) incorporation of 

erosion/sedimentation and spill control measures into the Project design, 

including a Spill Prevention, Control and Countermeasure (SPCC) Plan; (d) 

avoiding removal of existing trees in the placement of the interconnection 

injection pipeline; (e) prohibition on the installation of linear barriers to 

movement of deer or other wildlife between the existing plant and the 

replacement plant; (f) construction of a new deer crossing; (f) maintenance of 

existing mule deer movement corridor on northeastern side of complex; (g) 

fencing of waste facilities to avoid attracting potential predators; (h) shielding of 

lighting; (i) dog leash requirements; (j) slope limitations to prevent wildlife from 

being trapped in basins; (k) installation of passive raptor deterrents, and (l) 

revegetation requirements.  With implementation of these design features, Project 

impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation is required. 

 

Finding:  Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into the 

Project which reduces this potential impact to a level that is less than significant. 
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3. Potentially Significant Effect:  In the absence of the Project, there could be an 

adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on species 

identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or regional 

plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Game 

or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service if not subject to design features, alterations, or 

mitigation measures. 

 

Statement of Facts:  MPLP is currently conducting the hydrologic and biological 

monitoring prescribed by Mono County General Plan with respect to its existing 

operations, but existing permit requirements for such monitoring only exist under 

the MP-II and PLES-I project approvals.  Should these two projects be 

abandoned prior to the abandonment of the MP-I Replacement Project, there 

would be no permit requirement to continue the prescribed monitoring for what 

could be an extended MP-I project life.  Should the existing geothermal resource 

production and injection activities from the MP-I Plant result in changes in the 

temperature, flow rate or quality of the Hot Creek headsprings supporting the 

critical habitat of the Owens tui chub, then this could be a potentially significant 

impact under CEQA.  Bio Mitigation Measure 1, which subjects the Project to 

the applicable hydrologic and biologic monitoring and remedial action program 

requirements set forth in the County General Plan, would ensure that such 

monitoring continues.   

 

Finding:  Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into the 

Project which reduces this potential impact from existing operations to a level 

that is less than significant. 

 

4. Potentially Significant Effect:  The Project could have an adverse effect, either 

directly or through habitat modifications, on species identified as a candidate, 

sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans, policies, or 

regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and 

Wildlife Service if not subject to design features, alterations, or mitigation 

measures. 

 

Statement of Facts:  As a result of the findings of the baseline biological 

resources survey, multiple actions were identified which, if implemented, would 

further reduce the potentially adverse effects of the Project on biological 

resources. These actions and others identified by this assessment have been 

compiled into required Bio Protection Measures 2 through 16.  With 

implementation of these protection measures, Project impacts would remain less 

than significant and no mitigation is required. 

 

Finding:  Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into the 

Project which reduces this potential impact to a level that is less than significant. 

 

D. Cultural Resources 

 

1. Potentially Significant Effect:  The Project could cause a substantial adverse 

change in the significance of a historical or archaeological resource, may directly 

or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource, and/or may disturb 

undocumented human remains if not subject to design features, alterations, or 

mitigation measures. 
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Statement of Facts:  The Project implements a design feature intended to reduce 

any potential impact to historical, archaeological, or paleontological resources 

that may be encountered at the Project site.  This design feature requires the 

implementation of all environmental protection measures to reduce the adverse 

effects of the Project on cultural resources that were recommended in the 

baseline cultural resources survey reports prepared for the Project area.  In 

addition, Cultural Protection Measure 1 is required to ensure that any human 

remains encountered during the construction phase of the Project are properly 

treated.  With implementation of this design feature and protection measure, 

Project impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation is required. 

 

Finding:  Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into the 

Project which reduces this potential impact to a level that is less than significant. 

 

 

E. Geology and Soils 

 

1. Potentially Significant Effect:  The Project could expose structures to potential 

substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss involving rupture of a 

known earthquake fault, strong seismic ground shaking, or seismic-related 

ground failure if not subject to design features, alterations, or mitigation 

measures. 

 

Statement of Facts:  The Project implements design features intended to reduce 

any potential adverse effects resulting from seismic activity in the surrounding 

vicinity.  These design features would require the implementation of all measures 

recommended in the geotechnical site investigation reports to mitigate impacts 

due to geotechnical, soils, and geologic constraints; as well as require that all 

Project structures be constructed to meet applicable earthquake safety codes and 

the 2010 Uniform Building Code adopted by the County.  In addition, Cultural 

Protection Measure 1 is required to ensure that any human remains encountered 

during the construction phase of the Project are properly treated.  With 

implementation of these design features, Project impacts would be less than 

significant and no mitigation is required. 

 

Finding:  Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into the 

Project which reduces this potential impact to a level that is less than significant. 

 

F. Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

 

1. Potentially Significant Effect:  The Project could create a hazard to the public or 

the environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous 

materials if not subject to design features, alterations, or mitigation measures. 

 

Statement of Facts:  The Project implements a design feature requiring that no 

hazardous materials, chemicals, or wastes be stored in the new storage yard to be 

constructed in the footprint of the decommissioned MP-I plant.  With 

implementation of this design feature, Project impacts would be less than 

significant and no mitigation is required. 
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Finding:  Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into the 

Project which reduces this potential impact to a level that is less than significant. 

 

2. Potentially Significant Effect:  The Project could create a hazard to the public or 

the environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions 

involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment if not subject to 

design features, alterations, or mitigation measures. 

 

Statement of Facts:  The Project implements design features requiring that (a) the 

power plant site be designed and constructed to prevent fluids from leaving the 

site and to prevent runoff from being channeled or directed in an unnatural way 

so as to cause erosion or siltation; (b) install and maintain a system of pressure 

and flow sensing devices capable of detecting leaks and spills and regular 

inspection of all lines; (c) include the M-1 plant site and operations within the 

existing hazardous material management and emergency response program at the 

Casa Diablo geothermal complex; and (d) include the M-1 plant and operations 

within the existing fire prevention and suppression program at the Casa Diablo 

geothermal complex.  With implementation of these design features, Project 

impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation is required. 

 

Finding:  Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into the 

Project which reduces this potential impact to a level that is less than significant. 

 

G. Hydrology and Water Quality 

 

1. Potentially Significant Effect:  The Project could provide additional sources of 

polluted runoff if not subject to design features, alterations, or mitigation 

measures. 

 

Statement of Facts:  The Project shall implement design features designed to 

reduce soil erosion and sedimentation impacts associated with runoff from the 

Project site.  These design features include installation of a subsurface retention 

basin at the proposed M-1 plant site, implementation of erosion 

control/stormwater construction best management practices (BMPs) in the 

interim site reclamation plan for the MP-I plant site, and implementation of M-1 

plant site construction and post-construction BMPs.  With implementation of 

these design features, Project impacts would be less than significant and no 

mitigation is required. 

 

Finding:  Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into the 

Project which reduces this potential impact to a level that is less than significant. 

 

2. Potentially Significant Effect:  The Project could degrade water quality if not 

subject to design features, alterations, or mitigation measures. 

 

Statement of Facts:  The Project implements a design feature to reduce the 

potential for pollution to reach surface drainages.  This design feature includes 

incorporation of erosion/sedimentation and spill control measures into the Project 

design, including a Spill Prevention, Control and Countermeasure (SPCC) Plan.  

The power plant site must also be designed and constructed to prevent spills from 

leaving the site and to prevent runoff from being channeled or directed in an 
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unnatural way so as to cause erosion or siltation.  In addition to this design 

feature, implementation of Hydro Mitigation Measures 1 and 2 is required in 

order to provide additional spill containment and emergency response planning at 

the Project site.  Hydro Mitigation Measure 3, which would subject the Project to 

the applicable hydrologic and biologic monitoring and remedial action program 

requirements set forth in the County General Plan, (to which the existing MP-1 

plant is not currently subject) will further enhance such protections.   

 

Finding:  Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into the 

Project which reduces this potential impact to a level that is less than significant. 

 

3. Potentially Significant Effect:  The Project could violate waste discharge 

requirements if not subject to design features, alterations, or mitigation measures. 

 

Statement of Facts:  The Project implements a design feature to avoid the 

alteration of or discharge of material to the existing stream channel crossing the 

site.  No element of the project construction will result in the alteration of, or 

discharge of fill material to, the blue-line drainage channel that crosses the site 

between the existing MP-I and proposed M-1 plant sites, adjacent to Old 

Highway 395.  Prior to commencement of construction, the Applicant shall 

provide to the County the proposed engineering design for the road crossing 

which demonstrates to the County that no impact to this drainage channel would 

occur as a result of project construction.  With implementation of this design 

feature, Project impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation is 

required. 

 

Finding:  Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into the 

Project which reduces this potential impact to a level that is less than significant. 

 

H. Noise 

 

1. Potentially Significant Effect:  The Project could result in a substantial temporary 

or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the Project vicinity above levels 

existing without the Project if not subject to design features, alterations, or 

mitigation measures. 

 

Statement of Facts:  The Project shall implement design features to reduce noise 

associated with Project construction activities.  These design features limit 

construction activities to daylight hours, require on-site construction equipment 

to be equipped with noise attenuation devices, and require all construction 

activities and normal Project operations to comply with applicable County noise 

requirements.  With implementation of these design features, Project impacts 

would be less than significant and no mitigation is required. 

 

Finding:  Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into the 

Project which reduces this potential impact to a level that is less than significant. 

 

I. Cumulative Effects 

 

1. Potentially Significant Effect:  The Project could combine with existing 

development in the vicinity to create a new source of substantial light or glare 
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that would adversely affect nighttime views in the area if not subject to design 

features, alterations, or mitigation measures. 

 

Statement of Facts:  The Project implements a protection measure to reduce 

nighttime lighting within the Casa Diablo geothermal complex.  This protection 

measure requires that all projects within the Casa Diablo geothermal complex 

comply with applicable County lighting standards.  With implementation of this 

protection measure, cumulative impacts would be less than significant and no 

mitigation is required. 

 

Finding:  Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into the 

Project which reduces this potential impact to a level that is less than significant. 

 

2. Potentially Significant Effect:  The Project could combine with existing 

development in the vicinity to result in the violation of an air quality standard or 

contribute substantially to an existing air quality violation if not subject to design 

features, alterations, or mitigation measures. 

 

Statement of Facts:  The Project implements a protection measure to ensure that 

fugitive dust emissions from the site are reduced to the maximum extent 

practicable.  This measure restricts Project-related vehicle speeds on all unpaved 

access roads to 15 miles per hour.  With implementation of this protection 

measure, cumulative impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation is 

required. 

 

Finding:  Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into the 

Project which reduces this potential impact to a level that is less than significant. 

 

3. Potentially Significant Effect:  The Project could combine with existing 

development in the vicinity to interfere with the movement of native resident or 

migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory 

wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites if not subject 

to design features, alterations, or mitigation measures. 

 

Statement of Facts:  The Project implements Cumulative Bio Mitigation Measure 

1 to reduce potential interference with fish and wildlife.  This mitigation requires 

that constraints to wildlife movement through the Casa Diablo Hot Springs area 

be evaluated as part of any new development project proposed in the area.  

Measures shall be included as part of each new development project that would 

prevent the respective project from becoming a substantial obstacle to wildlife 

movement through or around the respective proposed development area. With 

implementation of this mitigation measure, cumulative impacts would be reduced 

to a less than significant level. 

 

Finding:  Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into the 

Project which reduces this potential impact to a level that is less than significant. 

 

4. Potentially Significant Effect:  The Project could combine with existing 

development in the vicinity to have an adverse effect, either directly or through 

habitat modifications, on species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special 

status species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the 



9 

 

California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service if not 

subject to design features, alterations, or mitigation measures. 

 

Statement of Facts:  The storage of water in lined wellfield basins would 

continue to attract wildlife and has the potential for similar cumulative impacts 

on wildlife as a result of any wellfield expansion associated with new geothermal 

development that is not a part of the Project.  The existing wellfield could be 

expanded by the addition of new wells and well sites to provide the additional 

geothermal fluid needed to support the proposed CD-4 power plant.  This impact 

could be cumulatively significant if future lined well site basins are constructed 

in a manner that prevents wildlife from escaping from the basins.  Cumulative 

Bio Mitigation Measure 2 is therefore required for County approved projects and 

should be considered as a requirement by federal agencies as a stipulation for 

approval of geothermal projects on public land in the vicinity of Casa Diablo Hot 

Springs.  With implementation of this mitigation measure, cumulative impacts 

would be reduced to a less than significant level. 

 

Finding:  Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into the 

Project which reduces this potential impact to a level that is less than significant. 

 

5. Potentially Significant Effect:  The Project could combine with existing 

development in the vicinity to have an adverse effect, either directly or through 

habitat modifications, on species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special 

status species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the 

California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service if not 

subject to design features, alterations, or mitigation measures. 

 

Statement of Facts:  MPLP is currently conducting the hydrologic and biological 

monitoring prescribed by Mono County General Plan, but existing permit 

requirements for such monitoring only exist under the MP-II and PLES-I project 

approvals.  Should these two projects be abandoned prior to the abandonment of 

the MP-I Replacement Project, there would be no permit requirement to continue 

the prescribed monitoring for what could be an extended MP-I project life.  

Hydro Mitigation Measure 3, would subject the Project to the applicable 

hydrologic and biologic monitoring and remedial action program requirements 

set forth in the County General Plan, preventing such a lapse from occurring.   

 

Finding:  Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into the 

Project which reduces this potential impact to a level that is less than significant. 

 

6. Potentially Significant Effect:  The Project could combine with existing and/or 

proposed geothermal development in the vicinity to degrade water quality if not 

subject to design features, alterations, or mitigation measures. 

 

Statement of Facts:  Should the continued geothermal resource production and 

injection activities from the MP-I Project, in combination with other existing and 

future geothermal power plant projects in the Hot Creek Buffer Zone, result in 

changes in the temperature, flow rate or quality of the Hot Creek headsprings 

used for Hot Creek Fish Hatchery operations, then this could be a potentially 

significant impact under CEQA.  Cumulative Hydro Mitigation Measure 3, 

which would subject all existing and future geothermal power plant projects in 
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the Hot Creek Buffer Zone, or in the vicinity of Casa Diablo Hot Springs, to the 

applicable hydrologic and biologic monitoring and remedial action program 

requirements set forth in the County General Plan, would reduce this potential 

impact to a less than significant level. 

 

Finding:  Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into the 

Project which reduces this potential impact to a level that is less than significant. 

 

PART II: FINDINGS RELATIVE TO UNAVOIDABLE SIGNIFICANT 

ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS 

 

No unavoidable significant environmental effects would result from implementation of the 

Project. 

 

PART III: FINDINGS RELATIVE TO ALTERNATIVES 
 

1. No Project Alternative:  If the Project is denied, the existing MP–I power plant would not 

be replaced by the new technology proposed for the Project, and the more efficient 

conversion of the available geothermal heat energy to electrical energy afforded by the 

proposed replacement plant technology and equipment would not be realized.  The aging 

MP–I power plant would be expected to continue to operate as long as repair and 

restoration of the facility remains economically practical, but the long-term continuing 

utilization of the MP-I project geothermal resources could be shortened due to eventual 

equipment failure.  The No Project Alternative would not meet most of the basic project 

objectives.  Objectives that would not be met include (a) Applicant’s objectives: to 

optimize the amount of electrical energy that can be generated from the available 

geothermal resources, and to ensure continuous power generation and maximize 

utilization of the geothermal resource …; and (b) the County goals, policies and 

objectives: to permit the productive and beneficial development of alternative energy 

resources, including geothermal resources; and to ensure the orderly and sound 

economic development of geothermal resources... 

 

FINDING: The No Project Alternative is infeasible because it is inconsistent with and 

does not meet project objectives. 

 

2. Alternative Power Plant Location (North Site):  The selected North Site Alternative 

would be on public land administered by the USFS located north of the existing SCE 

substation and east of the proposed Casa Diablo IV Geothermal Development Project 

(CD–4) power plant site.  It is assumed that the North Site Alternative would be 

constructed within an approximately 5.7-acre footprint essentially the same as that 

described for the Project.  An approximately 600-foot interconnection transmission line 

would need to be constructed from the alternative plant site to the existing SCE 

substation.  In addition, new production and injection fluid pipelines would need to be 

constructed to the North Site Alternative plant site.  The new pipelines would be assumed 

to parallel the pipeline route of the proposed CD–4 Project from the existing MP–I plant 

site to the North Site Alternative plant site – a distance of about one mile.  The 

construction, MP–I decommissioning, operations, and eventual site reclamation of the 

North Site Alternative geothermal development would be essentially the same as those 

activities described for the Project with only minor site–specific adjustments.  Approval 

for development on the North Site Alternative would require NEPA review and approval 

from federal agencies. 
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FINDING:  The North Site Alternative would result in very similar impacts to those 

identified for the proposed Project.  However, selection of the North Site Alternative 

plant site would require construction of approximately one mile of new geothermal 

pipeline corridor resulting in greater impacts on biological resources and more 

construction related air emissions.  The location of the North Site Alternative plant site 

would be within a Jeffrey Pine forested area and would be susceptible to greater potential 

wildland fire hazard than the proposed M-1 plant site.  This was determined to be a 

potentially significant impact.  The North Site Alternative power plant site would be less 

visible from major roadways than the proposed Project plant site, but visual impacts were 

not determined to be significant from either of the plant sites.  The proposed Project is 

considered environmentally superior to the North Site Alternative. 

 

3. Identification of the Environmentally Superior Alternative:  The proposed Project, as 

amended by the conditions and mitigation/protection measures prescribed in the EIR, is 

the environmentally superior alternative based on the discussion and findings above. 
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Exhibit B 

Variance 12-002 

Findings and Rationale 

 

A. Because of special circumstances (other than monetary hardship) applicable to the 

property, including its size, shape, topography, location, or surroundings, the strict 

application of the provision of the land use designations or land development regulations 

deprives such property of privileges (not including the privilege of maintaining a 

nonconforming use or status) enjoyed by other property in the vicinity and in an identical 

land use designation.  

 

1. Setbacks.  The proposed Project includes a request for a variance from two required 

setbacks; 100 feet from the south line and 500 feet from a surface watercourse. The 

proposed locations on the site were specifically chosen, and the requested variances are 

needed, to avoid the many geological and geotechnical constraints present in the Project 

parcel area and to minimize lot disturbance. As stated in the letter from Black Eagle 

Consulting, Inc. (BEC) dated September 7, 2012, (the “BEC Letter”), the proposed 

location is necessary to minimize risks to the plant, its supporting facilities, and operating 

personnel.  In addition, continued use of the existing plant site for ancillary facilities 

reduces site disturbance by avoiding the relocation of those uses to another area on the 

site. 

 

A number of geologic hazards are inherent to the surrounding areas on the parcel. To the 

north and east of the proposed plant location (away from the south property line) are 

extremely hot soils as well as active steam vents and associated weak soils. These 

conditions are hazardous to both personnel and plant equipment. Moving the facilities 

north would also greatly increase the size of the cut slope and raises the elevation so that 

they would be more visible from Highway 395.  Site disturbance would also increase, as 

the existing plant location would not be utilized.   

 

Moving the facilities to the south would cause them to be closer to the property line and 

would place critical structures on highly compressible soils, unsuitable for conventional 

foundation support or even placement of the necessary fill. Moving the replacement plant 

to the west would bring it even closer to the intermittent stream as well as to an active, 

unnamed fault located about 0.1 miles to the west of the western boundary of the 

proposed site. There are active steam vents associated with this fault that must be 

avoided.  

 

Other properties within the Hot Creek Buffer Zone are currently developed with 

geothermal facilities (as described in section 5.1.1 of the EIR, and figure 38) or proposed 

for future development and thus enjoy the privileges of such use.  Because those 

properties are not subject to the same geological and geophysical constraints, such uses 

are conforming. 

 

2.   Aboveground transmission line.  As noted in the EIR and the BEC Letter, much of 

the Project site consists of geothermal soils having elevated temperatures. Generally, 

underground transmission lines require properly designed thermal backfill to reduce heat 

buildup and consequent loss of electrical conductivity or even melting of the conduit.  

However, such heat buildup in an underground transmission line crossing warm or hot 

areas in the soil cannot be mitigated with thermal backfill and a variance to place the 



2 

 

transmission line above ground is necessary and does not constitute a special privilege.  

(See BAC Letter, September 7, 2012).   

 

B. The grant of variance will not constitute a special privilege inconsistent with the limitations 

upon other properties in the vicinity and in the land use designation in which the property 

is situated. 

 

1.  Setbacks.  As illustrated in the BEC letter and in FEIR Drawing 1, development of the 

Project site is highly constrained as a result of steep slopes, fault zones, and geothermal 

soils/fumaroles. The site is also bisected by an intermittent surface watercourse. The 

combination of these conditions is unique to the Project site, and other parcels designated RE 

and/or within the Hot Creek Buffer Zone are not similarly limited. In fact, several are already 

developed with geothermal facilities or proposed for such development. (See FEIR Figure 1 

and RDEIR sections 5.1.1 and 5.1.2.)   

 

The only other non-federally-owned parcel within the Casa Diablo portion of the Hot Creek 

Buffer Zone, owned by LADWP, consists of 194 acres. The LADWP parcel has ample area 

available for geothermal development such as that proposed on the Project site (see FEIR 

Drawing 1).  Accordingly, the grant of a variance for the proposed Project would not 

constitute a special privilege inconsistent with the limitations on other nearby or similarly-

situated properties but instead, would put it on par with such properties.  The County’s land 

use regulations do not apply on federal land. 

 

2. Aboveground transmission line. Mono County Land Development Regulations 

authorize the placement of distribution facilities such as the proposed transmission line 

underground without discretionary approval by the County.  (See Mono County General Plan, 

Section 11.010(B).)  Those regulations provide for aboveground placement pursuant to 

director review permit or use permit if any one of four findings can be made.   (See Mono 

County General Plan, Section 11.010(D).) Alternatively, a variance may be granted to allow 

aboveground use where the conditions justifying a variance exist.  (See Mono County 

General Plan Chapter 33).  The proposed aboveground line is capable of being approved 

pursuant to either procedure, as either of the required findings can be made.  Specifically, 

under Section 11.010(D)(1), the pipeline will not significantly disrupt the character of the 

area (See RDEIR sections 2.1.3 and 4.2.3 concluding that there will not be a significant visual 

impact associated with the Project or the aboveground pipeline; see also the discussion of the 

existing environment, indicating the presence of other above ground transmission lines and 

geothermal infrastructure in the vicinity.)  Likewise, the finding for aboveground placement 

under Section 11.010(D)(2) can be made since aboveground placement would decrease the 

line’s exposure to environmental hazards (e.g., heated soils) thus making it environmentally 

superior to undergrounding.  (See BEC Letter.)  Other private properties in the area meeting 

these (or the other listed) criteria are also eligible to request approval for aboveground 

utilities pursuant to Section 11.010, if they meet the stated criteria.   

 

Accordingly, the grant of a variance would not constitute a special privilege inconsistent with 

limitations imposed on other properties. 

 

C. The grant of variance will not be detrimental to the public welfare or injurious to property 

or improvements in the area in which the property is situated. 

 

1. Setbacks. A number of geologic hazards are inherent to the surrounding area. The 

proposed location of the M-1 replacement plant (and supporting facilities) would actually 
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lessen any exposure to hazardous conditions and would minimize risks to both the plant 

and its operating personnel, in comparison to other locations on the property. (See, e.g., 

BEC Letter.)  Adjoining property consists of thousands of acres of undeveloped land 

owned by the federal government.  The only other nearby development consists of similar 

geothermal operations. Accordingly, a minor variation from the property line setback 

would have no impact on improvements or property in the area. 

 

And Project design features and required mitigation measures, including installation of a 

subsurface retention basin and a sediment trap, implementation of erosion 

control/stormwater construction best management practices (BMPs), post-construction 

BMPs, restrictions on the existing plant site during its interim use for storage (e.g., 

prohibition on cleaning or fueling equipment, limitations on what may be stored, and 

height limitations) that will reduce and avoid the possibility of hydrologic impacts on the 

site as discussed in section 4.8.3 of the EIR and the Reclamation Plan, as well as reduce 

visual impacts as discussed on pages 4-2 through 4-35 of the EIR.  Finally, the Project 

involves no expansion in water use or use of the geothermal resource. As such, there is no 

impact to water quantity. 

 

2.  Aboveground transmission line. The Project includes two proposals for the 

interconnection transmission line, both of which were analyzed in the EIR. The EIR 

concludes that there will not be a significant visual impact associated with the Project or 

the aboveground line. (See sections 2.1.3 and 4.2.3; see also the discussion of the existing 

environment on page 2 of the EIR, which describes the presence of other above ground 

transmission lines and geothermal infrastructure in the vicinity.) Because either option 

would be located near ground level (either within an existing pipe rack or on its own T-

bar supports and suspended approximately 2-3 feet above ground level) as opposed to 

overhead, visual impacts associated with either option would be virtually non-existent. 

There would be no new overhead transmission line poles associated with either of the 

interconnection transmission line options. Indeed, placement of the transmission line 

underground presents a risk to the lines and to operation if such lines fail. 

 

D. The grant of variance will not be in conflict with established map and text of the general 

and specific plans and policies of the County. 

 

1. Setbacks.  As discussed in section 4.10.3 of the EIR, the 500-foot surface watercourse 

and 100-foot exterior property line setbacks are subject to variance in accordance with 

Chapter 33 of the General Plan.  The Project requires a variance from the 500-foot 

setback because, while the replacement plant would be further from the same watercourse 

than the existing plant, it would still be partially within that setback. And the existing 

plant site (to be used for interim storage) would continue to be within the setback.   The 

granting of such a variance is not inconsistent with the text or maps of the General Plan, 

including but not limited to, the Energy Resources section of the Conservation and Open 

Space Element (Goal 1, Objective D, Policy 1, Action 1.13).  That section lists the 500-

foot setback imposed by the Land Development Regulations as an “action” to further the 

policy of protecting hydrologic resources.  The reference is not intended to prohibit the 

granting of an otherwise authorized setback variance where no hydrologic impacts would 

result, and does not “re-impose” the setback requirement already imposed.  Setbacks are 

classic development standards which may be adjusted through variance procedures where 

necessary due to site-specific constraints, such as those that exist here. Finally, Project 

design features and mitigation measures imposed as mandatory conditions of approval 

avoid or minimize potential impacts to hydrologic resources by preventing fluids from 
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reaching adjacent waterways and limiting geothermal extraction to existing levels, as 

discussed above and in section 4.8.3 of the EIR.  The proposed variance is consistent with 

the map and text of the General Plan as currently written and as proposed to be clarified 

by GPA 12-003(b).  

 

The variance from the 100-foot property line setback is also authorized in accordance 

with Chapter 33 of the General Plan and would not be in conflict with any program, 

policy, goal, or objective of the General Plan. 

 

2. Aboveground transmission line.  See discussion under finding B.2 above, which is 

incorporated by this reference.   
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Exhibit C 

Use Permit 12-004 

Findings and Rationale 

 

I. USE PERMIT 

 

A. All applicable provisions of the Land Use Designations and Land Development Regulations 

are complied with, and the site of the proposed use is adequate in size and shape to 

accommodate the use and to accommodate all yards, walls and fences, parking, loading, 

landscaping and other required features. 

 

The existing MP-1 plant site decommissioning activities and the conversion of a portion of the site to a 

storage area, proposed as part of the Project, would be conducted on private land with a land use 

designation (LUD) of Resource Management (RM).  The RM designation is intended “to recognize and 

maintain a wide variety of values in the lands outside existing communities,” including “geothermal or 

mineral resources.” “Mining and geothermal exploratory projects” are explicitly “uses permitted subject 

to use permit” and other “similar” uses may also be permitted.  

 

The RM designation provides for a minimum parcel size of 40 acres, limits site disturbance to 10% (with 

a maximum lot coverage of 5%), and provides for maximum population density of 5.02 persons per 40 

acres.  The RM parcel consists of approximately 40 acres of privately-owned land, of which 

approximately 2.6 acres is presently disturbed (approximately 6.6%).  This level of disturbance is pre-

existing and would not be increased by the Project.  The ultimate decommissioning, reclamation and 

restoration of this site required by the Reclamation Plan is consistent with Resource Management intent 

of the designation to provide for low intensity rural uses that recognize and maintain the resource value of 

the parcel and would eliminate site disturbance. There would be no residential use of the property.  

 

The proposed new M-1 plant site would be located on the adjacent 50-acre parcel, which is designated as 

Resource Extraction (RE). The RE designation “is intended to provide for protection of the environment 

and resource extraction activities . . . and for processing plants utilizing on-site materials or materials 

found in close proximity to the site.” “Exploring, drilling, and development of geothermal resources” are 

explicitly “uses permitted subject use permit” and other “similar” uses may also be permitted uses. The 

M-1 replacement plant site construction and Project operations would be conducted entirely on private 

land with a LUD of RE. 

 

The RE designation provides for a minimum parcel size of 40 acres, prohibits residential uses (other than 

for an employee/caretaker) and references the setbacks established by section 15.070 for resource 

development (100 feet from interior public streets or from a property line, 500 feet from any adjacent 

private dwelling, institution, school, or other building or location used for public assemblage, and, for 

geothermal development within the Hot Creek Buffer Zone, 500 feet from a surface watercourse).  The 

Land Use Designations and Land Development Regulations function as the County’s zoning requirements 

and are subject to variance pursuant to Chapter 33 of the Mono County General Plan and State law.   

 

All project activities would occur more than 100 feet from any internal street and more than 500 feet from 

adjacent uses for public assemblage. The nearest dwelling, institution, or school is located within the 

Town of Mammoth Lakes approximately two miles to the west of the project site.  A public parking area 

located just to the east of US 395 and the Mammoth Lakes exit is greater than 500 feet from the project 

property line (Figure 19, Revised DEIR, February 2012). The project includes a request for a variance 

which would authorize a portion of the facility to be located within 100 feet of an external property line 

and within 500 feet of a surface watercourse.  Such variances are authorized by Chapter 33 of the Land 
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Development Regulations and if granted consistent with those requirements, all provisions of the Land 

Use Designations and Land Development Regulations would be complied with. 

 

As described more fully in section 4.2.2 of the EIR, the Project meets applicable standards of the Land 

Development Regulations related to visual impacts. An Outdoor Lighting Plan has been provided for the 

Project site which meets the requirements of Chapter 23 of the General Plan, the County’s “Dark Sky 

Regulations,” to mitigate nighttime visibility of the facilities. In addition, a Landscape Plan has been 

submitted which provides additional visual screening of the Project site. Use Permit conditions require 

compliance with these plans.  All buildings, insulation jacketing, and visible structures would be painted 

to blend with the existing environment in order to minimize the visual impacts in the area and 

approximately six-foot-high fences would be constructed around the M-1 plant site and the M-1 plant 

substation to provide additional screening.  Site disturbance is limited and a Reclamation Plan which 

meets the requirements of Chapter 26 of the General Plan and will reduce and restore site disturbance has 

been submitted.  Compliance with the Reclamation Plan is a condition of project approval. Accordingly, 

the Project also meets applicable standards set forth in Section 08.010 through 08.060 Scenic Combining 

District and State Scenic Highway.   

Section 4.110 of the Land Development Regulations provides for a maximum building height of 35 feet, 

but allows for greater heights to be approved through the Director Review process or Use Permit process.  

The project involves approval, through the Use Permit process, of mechanical appurtenances which 

exceed 35 feet in height. (See additional discussion below in sections II.A and II.B.) 

Chapter 11 of the Land Development Regulations provides for the undergrounding of utilities, unless 

overhead placement is approved by Director Review permit, Use Permit, or variance.  The Conservation 

and Open Space Element, Visual Resources, Objective C, Policy 3, Actions 3.1 through 3.8 reference 

these requirements. The project proposes two possible locations for an aboveground interconnection 

transmission line, and the applicant has applied for a variance to allow for aboveground installation.  

The Project is in compliance with all other applicable provisions of the Land Use Designations and the 

Land Development Regulations of the Mono County General Plan.  

Further, the site is adequate in size and shape to accommodate the use, and to accommodate all yards, 

walls, and fences, parking, loading, landscaping and other required uses. The site consists of 90 acres of 

privately-owned land bordered on all sides by publicly-owned land managed primarily for open space.   

B. The site for the proposed use relates to streets and highways adequate in width and type to 

carry the quantity and kind of traffic generated by the proposed use. 

 

As described in the EIR (see, e.g., sections 2.1.2, 2.1.6, and 3.3.8) the land uses at the project site would 

remain the same as under existing conditions. No additional employees would be added as a result of the 

plant replacement and, thus, no additional long-term vehicle traffic to or from the project site would be 

created and no long-term impact to the existing roadway circulation system in the area would result.  

 

Short-term construction traffic would increase in the immediate vicinity of the site, although the traffic 

volumes expected to be associated with Project construction would be light and existing volume-to-

capacity ratios at the U.S. Highway 395/SR 203 interchange are sufficient to accommodate this small 

temporary increase.   

 

The existing entrances to the Casa Diablo geothermal development complex would continue to provide 

adequate access to the new M-1 plant site. North and south U.S. Highway 395 off ramps onto State Route 



3 

 

203 are located less than one-quarter mile southwest of the Project site. Access to the Project site would 

be via State Route 203 east to Antelope Springs Road, then north to Cutoff Road, then east to the existing 

paved access to the replacement plant site off of the Old Highway Road. Substation Road and Old 

Highway Road would be used as emergency access roads that lead to a locked gate which can be opened 

by emergency responders and is sufficient to support emergency vehicles, in accordance with the 

County’s Fire Safe Regulations (Chapter 22 of the Land Development Regulations). 

 

A new paved access road would be constructed from the onsite access road to the lower pad on which the 

M-1 plant would be constructed. Paved access roads would also be constructed along the north, south and 

west sides of the new M-1 plant site, which are specifically designed in width and type to carry the 

quantity and kind of traffic associated with the project.   

 

C. The proposed use will not be detrimental to the public welfare or injurious to property or 

improvements in the area in which the property is located. 

 

The EIR for the Project has identified no significant impacts resulting from the proposed Project.  The 

proposed use is the same as currently exists on the site, with the exception that a new, more modern 

facility would replace the existing M-1 plant.  The new facility includes design features (including, but 

not limited to a landscaping plan, dark sky compliant lighting, and screening) not currently applicable to 

the existing facility. Without expanding the use of the geothermal resource or in any way increasing 

impacts to that resource, the proposed facility would increase the amount of geothermal energy generated 

on the site and reduce associated impacts.  (See EIR Project Description). 

 

The M-1 site is situated in an area where property and improvements are committed to similar compatible 

uses, including existing operating geothermal plants and well fields, the existing MP-1 plant proposed for 

decommissioning, and an SCE substation. The proposed use has been sited to minimize visual impacts 

from the State Scenic Highway, and when the existing plant is decommissioned, will have less of a 

detrimental visual presence than exists currently.  (See EIR section 4.2.3.) 

 

In addition, the proposed Project incorporates design features which will protect the public and property 

from the risks of fire, contamination, and other hazards.  Specifically, the M-1 replacement power plant 

site would be designed and constructed to prevent fluids from leaving the site and endangering adjacent 

properties or nearby waterways. Numerous engineering, fire-control and safety measures are integrated as 

part of the Project to prevent releases of n-pentane, to avert or control fires, and to respond to other 

emergencies.  (See e.g., EIR section 2.1.6.) 

 

A diesel-powered emergency generator would be installed on the M-1 plant site to provide emergency 

backup power to critical plan functions in the event of a power outage. Similarly, a diesel-powered 

firewater pump generator would be installed to provide power to the firewater pump during fire 

emergencies.  

 

In addition, MPLP has developed an integrated program to meet the following requirements, (see EIR 

section 2.1.6): California Accidental Release Prevention (CalARP) Program; EPA Risk Management Plan 

(RMP); OSHA Process Safety Management (PSM) Program for all three existing plants. Prior to delivery 

of n-pentane, MPLP would revise and update this program to reflect the new M-1 plant; Revise its 

existing Spill Prevention, Control and Countermeasure (SPCC) Plan, in conformance with 40 CFR 112, to 

include the new M-1 plant; Update its Emergency Response Plan (ERP); Update its Hazardous Materials 

Business Plan (HMBP); A Permit for Authority to Construct and Permit to Operate would be obtained 

from the GBUAPCD 
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There would be at least one employee “on call” at all times familiar with the ERP and would have the 

authority to commit the resources needed to carry out the contingency plan.  

 

D. The proposed use is consistent with the map and text of this General Plan and any 

applicable area plan. 

 

For a thorough discussion regarding the Project’s consistency with the General Plan see the analysis 

contained throughout the EIR, and particularly sections 4.10.2 and 4.10.3. The following summarizes the 

Project’s consistency with applicable maps, policies, land uses, and programs contained in the General 

Plan. 

 

The Project is consistent with General Plan maps designating the site for Resource Management (RM) 

and Resource Extraction (RE).  The RE designation (where the replacement plant would be located) “is 

intended to provide for protection of the environment and resource extraction activities.” “Exploration, 

drilling, and development of geothermal resources” are explicitly “uses permitted subject to use permit 

and other “similar uses may also be permitted.”  The RM designation (where the existing plant is located) 

is intended to “recognize and maintain a wide variety of values in the lands outside existing 

communities,” including “geothermal or mineral resources.”  “Mining and geothermal exploratory 

projects” are explicitly “uses permitted subject to use permit” and other “similar” uses may be permitted.   

 

The Project is consistent with the objectives, policies, general land uses, and programs of the Mono 

County General Plan.  General Plan goals encourage the productive and beneficial development of 

alternative energy, including geothermal resources, in manner which avoids or minimizes environmental 

impacts. The EIR concludes that there will be no significant environmental impacts as a result of the 

proposed Project.  General Plan policies allow consideration of national need for alternative energy and 

require the applicant to demonstrate the economic benefits of the Project.  (See Conservation and Open 

Space Element – Energy Resources.) The economic analysis of the Project describes those benefits.  

 

Objectives C and D of Goal 1 of the Energy Resources portion of the Conservation and Open Space 

Element establish procedures and direction for addressing biologic and associated hydrologic impact 

mitigation and monitoring requirements from geothermal exploration and development. Consistent with 

these policies, a baseline biological resource survey was conducted (Paulus 2011) and is provided as 

Appendix D of the EIR. The recommended measures and project design features of this report have been 

incorporated and are a part of the Project.  

The EIR concludes that there would be no significant impacts to visual resources as a result of the Project 

and that current visual impacts associated with the MP-1 facility would be reduced by the Project. 

Additionally, the Project would be consistent with all applicable General Plan Polices pertaining to 

Aesthetics/Visual Resources, provided that a variance is granted to allow transmission lines to be placed 

at ground level as opposed to underground. 

• Aboveground utility lines. Objective C, Policy 3, Actions 3.1-3.8 Conservation/Open 

Space Element (Visual Resources) provides for underground installation of utility lines in 

conformity with County Requirements.  Chapter 11 of the Land Use Regulations 

provides for underground installation unless approved through Use Permit or Director 

Review in certain specified circumstances.  Actions 3.1-3-8 also allow for aboveground 

installation pursuant to a variance.  The Project is consistent with this policy if the 

requested variance is granted. Additionally, the transmission lines would be eligible for 

an exception to the underground requirement pursuant to Chapter 11, as described in 

Exhibit B, section B.2. 
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• Mechanical appurtenances/building height. (Land Use Element – Development 

Standards): The Project proposes to install purge tanks, two-inch diameter vent pipes and 

one-inch diameter lightning masts on top of the air cooling towers which would extend 

up to approximately 40 feet above ground level, exceeding the permitted height of 35 feet 

by up to 5 feet. However, Mono County regulations allow for exceptions to be granted by 

the Planning Director in the cases of mechanical appurtenances or, for building heights in 

excess of 35 feet, through the Use Permit process.  The purge tank vent pipes and 

lightning qualify as “mechanical appurtenances” and would thus meets the criteria for 

exception to be granted by the Planning Director, or by the more stringent Use Permit 

process. (See sections II.A and B below.) 

The Project would be consistent with relevant General Plan Policies in the Conservation/Open Space 

Element pertaining to Air Quality as discussed on page 30 of the RDEIR2.  

The Project would be consistent with relevant General Plan Policies in the Conservation/Open Space 

Element pertaining to Biological Resources as discussed on pages 30-32 of the RDEIR2 and section 4.4 

of the RDEIR, as revised.  For example, current biologic and hydrologic monitoring will continue and 

will also be applied to the M-1 plant; baseline studies have been prepared to document existing conditions 

on the Project site and mitigation measures and design features are imposed to minimize potential impacts 

based on those studies and recommendations. 

 

The Project would also be consistent with relevant General Plan Policies (shown in Table 25 of the 

RDEIR) in the Conservation/Open Space Element pertaining to hydrology and water quality as described 

on pp. 30 – 36 of the RDEIR2.   The Project includes design features and is subject to mitigation 

measures which avoid or minimize potential impacts to hydrologic resources to a level that is less than 

significant through, among other things,  installation of a subsurface retention basin at the M-1 plant site, 

implementation of erosion control/stormwater construction best management practices (BMPs) and post-

construction BMPs, as discussed in the EIR. (See e.g., section 4.8.3).  The Project involves no additional 

use or extraction of water from the geothermal resource and therefore has no impact to water quality.  

 

• Setbacks from surface watercourse.  As discussed previously, Section 15.070(B)(1)(d) of the 

County’s Land Use Regulations imposes a 500-foot setback from surface watercourses for 

geothermal development within the Hot Creek Buffer Zone.  Chapter 33 of the General Plan 

authorizes the granting of variances from any Land Development Regulation or LUD if certain 

conditions exist.  The project requires a variance from this setback because, while it would be 

further from the same watercourse than the existing plant, the replacement plant would still be 

partially within that setback. The Energy Resources section of the Conservation and Open Space 

Element (Goal 1, Objective D, Policy 1, Action 1.13) lists the 500-foot setback as an “action” to 

protect hydrologic resources.  That reference is not intended to prohibit the granting of an 

otherwise authorized variance and does not “re-impose” the setback requirement already 

imposed.  If a variance is granted in accordance with Chapter 33, then the Project is consistent 

with the General Plan, both as currently written and with the clarifications to the General Plan 

included proposed by GPA 12-003(b).   

The Project would be consistent with relevant General Plan Policies in the Safety Element pertaining to 

fire hazards as discussed on page 32 of the RDEIR2 and in section 4.7 of the RDEIR.  For example, the 

Project would not create a significant risk from wildland or structural fire; the Project will obtain a will-

serve letter from the Long Valley Fire Protection District and will implement Project HazMat Design 

Feature 4, which would extend the existing fire suppression and response program in place at the Casa 
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Diablo Geothermal Complex to cover the proposed Project. Appendix A to the RDEIR presents a list of 

measures that the Project would adopt in order to reduce the risk of wildland and/or structural fire. These 

measures include compliance with applicable requirements in the Fire Safe Ordinance and Uniform Fire 

Code; and the Notice of Preparation for the Draft EIR was sent to the Department of Forestry and the 

Long Valley Fire Protection District was consulted in the preparation of the RDEIR. 

The Project would be consistent with relevant General Plan Policies in the Hazardous Waste Management 

Element pertaining to hazardous materials. The Project includes several design features, presented as 

HazMat Design Features 1 through 5 in the RDEIR.  

For analysis of Project consistency with relevant General Plan Policies in the Noise Element pertaining to 

noise, see Section 4.9 of the RDEIR. As discussed therein, the Project, including Noise Design Features 1 

through 3, would be consistent with all applicable General Plan Polices pertaining to noise. 

II. MECHANICAL APPURTENANCES/BUILDING HEIGHT EXCEPTION 

A. The project will not result in substantial detrimental effects on the enjoyment and use of 

surrounding properties.  

 

Several mechanical appurtenances (including eight purge tanks, of about 36 inches in length and 24 

inches in diameter, a two-inch diameter pipe, and a one-inch diameter lightning mast/rod) would extend 

up to approximately 5 feet above the 35-foot building height.  These mechanical appurtenances are part of 

the CUP application and are evaluated on pp 4-2 – 4-35 of the RDEIR.  As mechanical appurtenances, 

these structures could be approved through the Director Review process outlined in Section 4.110 of the 

General Plan, or pursuant to the more stringent Use Permit process actually undertaken.  As described in 

the EIR, the appurtenances would be nearly completely obscured by vegetation and the super-structure of 

the main plant and would be colored to be blend with the existing background. The analysis shown in the 

EIR demonstrates the project would preserve scenic vistas and would not have any impact on surrounding 

properties.   

 

B. The modified height will not exceed the lifesaving equipment capabilities of the fire 

protection agency having jurisdiction. 

The mechanical appurtenances are lightning rods and pipes – and will not be occupied.  The Long 

Valley Fire Department was consulted in the preparation of the EIR and it was determined the 

height exception does not exceed the lifesaving capabilities of the protection agency. The Project 

is required to obtain a will-serve letter from the Long Valley Fire Protection District and will also 

implement Project HazMat Design Feature 4, which would extend the existing fire suppression 

and response program in place at the Casa Diablo Geothermal Complex to cover the proposed 

Project. 

III. ABOVEGROUND FLUID PIPELINE 

 

The aboveground placement of fluid pipelines is authorized because burial would create 

unacceptable environmental impacts or the potential to contaminate shallow groundwater 

resources.  The Project includes the relocation of two existing aboveground fluid conveyance 

pipelines to connect the new plant to existing production and injection locations.  As discussed in 

Exhibit B, the site contains numerous geotechnical and geological constraints, including hot 

soils, active steam vents, and earthquake faults.  Aboveground placement of fluid conveyance 
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lines minimizes the risk of damage to those lines due to earthquake or other site features, and 

allows for quick identification and remediation in the unlikely event of damage.  
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Exhibit D 

Reclamation Plan 12-001 

Findings and Rationale 
 

 

A. The reclamation plan complies with the provisions of CEQA.  

 

The Reclamation Plan is a component of the Mammoth Pacific Replacement Project.  A Final Environmental 

Impact Report has been prepared for the Project.  (SCH # 2011022020) and certified by the Planning Commission 

and Board of Supervisors. 

 

B. The reclamation plan is consistent with the objectives and policies set forth in this General Plan and any 

applicable area or specific plans. 

 
The project is consistent with the objectives and policies of the General Plan. The Land Use Element, Mammoth 

Vicinity Policies Objective C, Policy 4 & Action 4.1 provides: 

 

Policy 4: Regulate geothermal and mining and reclamation activities in the Mammoth vicinity in a manner that 

retains the scenic, recreational, and environmental integrity of the Mammoth vicinity. 
 
The Mammoth Pacific Reclamation Plan requires removal of the MP-I plant, and removal of the MP-2 plant once 

these facilities are decommissioned.  The proposed M-1 plant would also be removed once the plant is 
decommissioned in 2045.  The offices, maintenance yard, warehouse, roads and wells would be removed once 

these facilities are no longer needed.  Some roads and wells may remain to support geothermal production on 
USFS property for the PLES plant.  The PLES plant is on Inyo National Forest lands and not subject to the 

reclamation plan.   
 
Removal and site reclamation of the above facilities retains the scenic and environmental integrity of the area.   
 
Action 4.1: All geothermal, mining and reclamation activities shall comply with the policies of the county's 

Conservation/Open Space Element and the county's Reclamation Ordinance. 
 

The Conservation and Open Space Element of the General Plan, Energy Resources, provides that Geothermal 

exploration and development projects shall be sited, carried out and maintained by the permit holder in a manner 

that best protects hydrologic resources and water quality and quantity.  Pursuant to that policy, permit 

conditions assure that required reclamation is completed within one year after a project is completed. The 

Reclamation plan contains provisions that assure the protection of springs, streams, and fumaroles from erosion, 

sediment transport, and similar adverse effects. Plan provisions also assure that project sites are restored as 

closely as reasonably possible to natural conditions, as determined by the MCEDD, in consultation with the 

Visual Review Committee.  

 

Below is a summary of plant removal cost and timeframes listed in the Reclamation Plan: 

 MP-1 MP-2 M-1  Wells 

Reclamation start 
date 

2014 or 2015 2045 2045 2045 

Cost $356,224 $739,513 $564,949 $2,210,719 

     

 
Project conditions require reclamation activities to be completed within one year of plant removal.   

 
The reclamation plan has erosion control and retention basins for each plant site to protect on-site springs, 

streams, and fumaroles  from erosion, and requires that the site be monitored to assure that project sites are 
restored as closely as reasonably possible to natural conditions.  
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C. Appropriate conditions have been imposed to ensure and verify that the site during and after reclamation 

will not cause a public hazard, nor be detrimental to the public health, safety, or welfare.  

The Mammoth Pacific Reclamation Plan requires removal of the power plants and plant infrastructure and 

restoration of the site to natural conditions as various components of the plant are removed.   The project is 
required to comply with the adopted reclamation plan, which sets forth measures to avoid safety hazards and 
provide for public health, safety and welfare on the site during and after reclamation. 

 

D. An approved end use has been identified and the reclamation of the site shall be finally completed as soon 

as is feasible, considering the particular circumstances of the site to be reclaimed, and the plan provides for 

concurrent reclamation, where appropriate and feasible.  

The 90 acre site has an end land use of open space and will be restored to natural site conditions. The 

reclamation timeframes listed in the Reclamation Plan are: 

 MP-1 MP-2 M-1  Wells 

Reclamation start 
date 

2014 or 2015 2045 2045 2045 

The Plan allows for concurrent reclamation and timing based on when the various plants are decommissioned and 
various infrastructure is removed.   

 

E. The reclamation plan conforms to minimum verifiable performance standards established Chapter 35 and, 

in the case of surface mining operations, meets or exceeds the minimum, verifiable statewide reclamation 

standards adopted by the State Mining and Geology Board, and in the case of geothermal well 

abandonment, conforms to the requirements and guidelines of the California Division of Oil and Gas on 

non-federal lands, and the Bureau of Land Management on federal lands.  

The Reclamation Plan conforms to the standards as described in Chapter 35, Reclamation Plan, section 35.050 

Reclamation Standards.  The following summarizes standards and how the project complies with these applicable 
standards.  Not every standard from section 35.05 is listed as some of these standards apply only to projects 

subject to Surface Mining and Reclamation Act of 1975 (SMARA).   
 

1. Wildlife Habitat.  

Wildlife and wildlife habitat shall be protected in accordance with the following standards: 

• Rare, threatened or endangered species or species of special concern, and their respective habitat shall be 

conserved.   

No federal- or state-listed threatened or endangered species are known to occupy or frequent the Project 
area.  (Page 2 of Reclamation Plan)   

• Wildlife habitat shall be established on disturbed lands in a condition similar to or better than that which 

existed before the lands were disturbed.   

Wildlife habitat will be established on the reclaimed lands in a condition similar to the undisturbed lands 
surrounding the sites.  (Page 3 of Reclamation Plan) 

• Wetland habitat shall be avoided. 

No wetland habitat on site will be disturbed.  (Page 3 of Reclamation Plan) 
 

2. Backfilling, Regrading, Slope Stability, and Recontouring.  

Backfilling, regrading, slope stabilization, and recontouring shall conform to the following standards: 

 

• Where backfilling is required for resource conservation purposes (e.g., agriculture, fish and wildlife 

habitat, and wild land conservation), fill material shall be backfilled to the standards required for the 

resource conservation use involved. 

Project-affected areas of surface disturbance will be re-contoured as necessary to blend with the 

surrounding topography.  (Page 4 of Reclamation Plan) 
 

• Final reclaimed fill slopes, including permanent piles or dumps of mine waste rock and overburden, shall 

not exceed 2:1 (horizontal:vertical), except where site-specific geologic and engineering analyses 
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demonstrate that the proposed final slope will have a minimum slope stability factor of safety that is 

suitable for the approved  end use, and when the proposed final slope can be successfully revegetated. 

Final reclaimed fill slopes will not exceed 2:1 (horizontal:vertical), except where site-specific geologic 
and engineering analyses demonstrate that the proposed final slope will have a minimum slope stability 

factor of safety that is suitable for the approved end use and when the proposed final slope can be 
successfully re-vegetated. A site reclamation plan for MP-1 plan is provided on Plates 1a, 1b, and 1c, 
attached in Appendix A.  A site reclamation plan for the MP-2 plant site is provided on Plates 2a and 2b, 

attached in Appendix A.  A site reclamation plan for the M-1 plant site is provided on Plates 3a and 3b, 
attached in Appendix A.  (Page 4 of Reclamation Plan) 

 

• At closure, all fill slopes, including permanent piles or dumps of mine waste and overburden, shall 

conform to the surrounding topography and/or approved end use. 

The reclamation plan requires that project-affected areas of surface disturbance will be re-contoured as 

necessary to blend with the surrounding topography 

 

3. Revegetation. 

Revegetation shall be part of the approved plan, unless it is not consistent with the approved end use. 

 

• A vegetative cover suitable for the approved end use and capable of self-regeneration without continued 

dependence on irrigation, soil amendments or fertilizer shall be established on disturbed lands. The vegetative 

density, cover and species-richness of naturally occurring habitats shall be documented in baseline studies 

carried out prior to the initiation of resource development activities. 

At least 3 shrubs and 8 perennial native grasses and/or forbs per 4 square meters would be established on 

site. Perennial grasses would account for at least 10% of the relative cover. (Page 5 of Reclamation Plan) 
 

• Test plots conducted simultaneously with resource development activities shall be required to determine the 

most appropriate planting procedures to be followed to ensure successful implementation of the proposed 

revegetation plan. The County may waive the requirement to conduct test plots when the success of the 

proposed revegetation plan can be documented from experience with similar species and conditions or by 

relying on competent professional advice based on experience with the species to be planted. 

The reclamation of the MP-1 (Plate 1B) site will serve as the test plot for both the seed mix and success of 
vegetative cover stated above.   

 

• Where resource development activities result in compaction of the soil, ripping, disking, or other means shall 

be used in areas to be revegetated to eliminate compaction and to establish a suitable root zone in preparation 

for planting. 

Approved methods in use already include the design and construction of stable slopes, minor re-grading, 
ripping or sub-soiling to de-compact and loosen compacted soil, topsoiling, surface preparation through fine 

grading, reseeding and re-vegetation (or natural re-vegetation). (Page 4 of Reclamation Plan) 
 

• Prior to closure, all access roads, haul roads, and other traffic routes to be reclaimed shall be stripped of any 

remaining road base materials, prepared in accordance with section g below, covered with suitable growth 

media or topsoil, and revegetated. 

Plate B in Appendix A of the Reclamation Plan shows which roads and travel routes will be removed at final 

reclamation, which will include coverage with suitable growth media and revegetation.   
 

• Indigenous plant species shall be used for revegetation, except when introduced species are necessary to meet 

the end uses specified in the approved reclamation plan.  

The seed mix for revegetation is listed on page 4 of the Mammoth Pacific Reclamation Plan.  Preferably, 
seeds for this project would be collected within the immediate vicinity of the project area. If this is not 

possible due to poor seed availability, seed from the Eastern Slopes Subsection of the Sierra Nevada Section 
and Mono Section would be acceptable.   

 

• Planting shall be conducted during the most favorable period of the year for plant establishment. 
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The Reclamation Plan includes requirements to reseed applicable areas in the fall in order to take advantage 
of beneficial winter moisture.   

 

• Weeds as defined by the Soil Conservation Service, or the county Agricultural Commissioner, or the 

California Native Plant Society, shall be managed: 1) when they threaten the success of the proposed 

revegetation; and 2) to prevent spreading to nearby areas; and 3) to eliminate fire hazard. 

The Reclamation Plan includes weed management measures, including a standard that all non-native weed 
species that are already present in the area would account for no more than 5% total of the relative cover at 

the end of the 2 year evaluation period. 
 

• Success of revegetation shall be judged based upon the effectiveness of the vegetation for the approved end 

use, and by comparing the quantified measures of vegetative cover, density, and species-richness of the 

reclaimed lands to similar parameters of naturally occurring vegetation in the area. Either baseline data or data 

from nearby reference areas may be used as the standard for comparison. Quantitative standards for success 

and the location(s) of the reference area(s) shall be set forth in the approved reclamation plan. Comparisons 

shall be made until performance standards are met provided that, during the last two years, there has been no 

human intervention, including for example, irrigation, fertilization, or weeding. Standards for success shall be 

based on expected local recovery rates. Valid sampling techniques for measuring success shall be specified in 

the approved reclamation plan. Sample sizes must be sufficient to produce at least an 80% confidence level. 

At least 3 shrubs and 8 perennial native grasses and/or forbs per 4 square meters would be established on 
site. Perennial grasses would account for at least 10% of the relative cover.  Failure to meet the success 

standards would require additional planting and/or weed control, as appropriate, until standards are met. 
(Page 5 of Reclamation Plan) 

 

4. Drainage, Diversion Structures, Waterways, and Erosion Control. 

• Reclamation activities shall be conducted to protect on-site and downstream beneficial uses of water. 

Surface runoff and drainage will be controlled by silt fencing or a straw wattle until the interim gravel 

surface for MP-1 has been placed on the pad and/or the new vegetation has been developed to a point of 
controlling erosion for all sites during final reclamation. There are no perennial streams or other surface 

waters located within the Project area that will be impacted by operations or reclamation. A “blue line” 
stream is identified adjacent to the sites along the northerly boundary on the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) 
topographic map (“Old Mammoth” quadrangle, 1:24000 series). The blueline stream is an 

ephemeral/intermittent identified as a stream “riparian conservation area” (RCA) by the USFS under the 
SNFPA ROD (USDA, Forest Service 2004). Project activities and reclamation avoid impacts to this 

intermittent stream. 
   

• The quality of water, recharge potential, and storage capacity of groundwater aquifers shall not be diminished, 

except as allowed in the approved reclamation plan. 

Retention basins have been designed for each site, based on the Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control 
Board's Water Quality Plan for the Mammoth Creek Basin to contain the runoff volume generated from a 20 

year intensity storm with a one hour duration, which is assumed to be 1 inch (0.83 feet) * Area (square feet) * 
C (infiltration coefficient).  Retention basin sizing calculations are included in Appendix B. 

 

• Erosion and sedimentation shall be controlled during all phases of construction, operation, reclamation, and 

closure of an operation to minimize siltation of lakes and watercourses, as required by the Regional Water 

Quality Control Board, the State Water Resources Control Board, and the Mono County Grading Ordinance. 

See above reference to Appendix B and the project is required to comply with the Mono County Grading 
Ordinance and an approved grading plan.   
 

• Surface runoff and drainage shall be controlled by berms, silt fences, sediment ponds, revegetation, hay bales, 

or other erosion control measures, to ensure that surrounding land and water resources are protected from 

erosion, gullying, sedimentation, and contamination. Erosion control methods shall be designed to handle 

runoff from not less than the 20-year/1-hour intensity storm event. 
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See above reference to Appendix B and the project is required to comply with the Mono County Grading 
Ordinance and an approved grading plan.   

 

5. Prime Agricultural Land Reclamation and Other Agricultural Land 

The project site does not contain prime or other agricultural lands.   
 

6. Building, Structure and Equipment Removal. 

• All equipment, supplies, and other materials shall be stored in designated areas (as shown in the approved 

reclamation plan). All waste shall be disposed of in accordance with state and local health and safety 

ordinances. 

Once the MP-1 plant is decommissioned and removed, the MP-1 site will be used for interim storage for 
ongoing operations at the site .  See Plate 1B.  Plates 1a, 2a, and 3a in the reclamation plan show the existing 
sites and identify the various facilities to be removed.   

 

• All buildings, structures, and equipment shall be dismantled and removed prior to final site closure except 

those buildings, structures, and equipment approved in the reclamation plan as necessary for the end use. 

Plates 1a, 2a, and 3a in the reclamation plan show the existing sites and identify the various facilities to be 
removed.   

 

7. Stream Protection, Including Surface and Groundwater. 

• Surface and groundwater shall be protected from siltation and pollutants that may diminish water quality as 

required by the Federal Clean Water Act, sections 301 et seq. (33 U.S.C. section 1311), 404 et seq. (33 U.S.C. 

section 1344), the Porter-Cologne Act, section 13000 et seq., the county Grading Ordinance, the Regional 

Water Quality Control Board or the State Water Resources Control Board. 

Stable topographic surface and drainage conditions will be established to control erosion, prevent 
sedimentation, blend with the surrounding landscape, and to protect on-site and downstream sites. Plates 
1B,2B, and 3B show interim reclamation site storm water pollution prevention plans.  The project is also 

subject to requirements of a Mono County grading permit.   
 

8. Topsoil Salvage, Maintenance and Redistribution. 

When the approved reclamation plan calls for revegetation or cultivation of disturbed lands, the following 

performance standards shall apply to topsoil salvage, maintenance, and redistribution activities: 

 

• All salvageable topsoil suitable for revegetation shall be removed as a separate layer from areas to be 

disturbed. Topsoil and vegetation removal shall not precede development activities by more than one year, 

unless a longer time period is approved by the County. 

Topsoil was not stockpiled when MP-1 and MP-2 sites were graded.  Therefore, the resulting surficial soils 
after grading will be analyzed to determine the presence or absence of elements essential for plant growth 

and to determine those soluble elements that may be toxic to plants, if the soil has been chemically altered or 
if the growth media consists of other than the native topsoil.  Topsoil and suitable amended surficial soils will 

be planted with a vegetative cover or will be protected by other equally effective measures to prevent water 
and wind erosion and to discourage weeds. Topsoil will stockpiled for the M-1 site reclamation will be spread 
over the site in a minimum thickness of 3 inches.  One of the exhibits for the M-1 site will be amended to show 

the topsoil storage area.  (Page 7 of the Reclamation Plan) 
 

• Topsoil resources shall be mapped prior to stripping and the location of topsoil stockpiles shall be shown on a 

map in the reclamation plan. If the amount of topsoil needed to cover all surfaces to be revegetated is not 

available on-site, other suitable material capable of sustaining vegetation (such as subsoil) shall be removed 

as a separate layer for use as a suitable growth media. Topsoil and suitable growth media shall be maintained 

in separate stockpiles. Test plots may be required to determine the suitability of growth media for revegetation 

purposes. 

See discussion directly above.   
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• Soil salvage operations and phases of reclamation shall be carried out in accordance with the schedule that: 1) 

is set forth in the approved Reclamation Plan; 2) minimizes the area disturbed; and 3) is designed to achieve 

maximum revegetation success allowable under the plan. 

Soil salvage is limited for the MP-1 and MP-2 sites as stated above.  The topsoil stockpile area for the M-1 
site will be shown on a map to be included in the reclamation plan.  The reclamation timeframes listed in the 

Reclamation Plan for the various plants are: 

 MP-1 MP-2 M-1  Wells 

Reclamation start 
date 

2014 or 2015 2045 2045 2045 

 

• Topsoil and suitable growth media shall be used to phase reclamation as soon as can be accommodated by the 

operations schedule presented in the approved reclamation plan. Topsoil and suitable growth media that 

cannot be utilized immediately for reclamation shall be stockpiled in an area where it will not be disturbed 

until needed for reclamation. 

Topsoil will stockpiled for the M-1 site reclamation.  One of the exhibits for the M-1 site will be amended to 

show the topsoil storage area.   
 

• Topsoil and suitable growth media shall be redistributed in a manner that results in a stable, uniform thickness 

consistent with the approved end use, site configuration, and drainage patterns. 

Topsoil will stockpiled for the M-1 site reclamation will be spread over the site in a minimum thickness of 3 
inches.  One of the exhibits for the M-1 site will be amended to show the topsoil storage area.   

 

9. Tailing and Waste Management 

There are not Tailings and/or Waste Management standards that are required for this project.   

 

10. Closure of Surface Openings 

• All geothermal wells shall be completed or abandoned in accordance with the California Division of Oil and 

Gas 

The Reclamation Plan requires that all geothermal wells scheduled for reclamation be abandoned in 

accordance with the requirements of the California Division of Oil and Gas. 
 

F. The estimated cost of the reclamation reasonably approximates the probable cost of performing the 

reclamation work as proposed in the plan and adequate surety (consistent with applicable provisions of 

SMARA for surface mining operations) will be posted to ensure completion of the required reclamation. 

The Reclamation Plan contains cost estimates for all three plants located on the project site.  A summary of 
timing and reclamation costs are: 

 MP-1 MP-2 M-1  Wells 

Reclamation start 

date 

2014 or 2015 2045 2045 2045 

Cost $356,224 $739,513 $564,949 $2,210,719 

See Appendix C Cost Estimates for additional details.  The Reclamation Plan requires that adequate surety be 
provided. 

 

G. The person or entity responsible for reclamation plan compliance has a public liability insurance policy in 

force for the duration of the reclamation which provides for personal injury and property protection in an 

amount adequate to compensate all persons injured or for property damaged as a result of the proposed 

reclamation activities.  

The reclamation plan requires that Ormat provide to Mono County Risk Management or Mono County Economic 
Development Department the required public liability insurance policy for review and approval.   
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Re:   General Plan Clarifying Amendment 12-003(b)   

 

I. RECOMMENDATION 

1. Conduct public hearing. 

2. Adopt Resolution R12-__ “A Resolution of the Mono County Board of Supervisors adopting General 

Plan Amendment 12-003(b) Clarifying and Stating Provisions of the Mono County General Plan Related 

to Setbacks from Surface Water Courses for Geothermal Development Applicable within the Hot Creek 

Buffer Zone.” 

 

II. PLANNING COMMISSION ACTIONS 

Following a public hearing held October 11, 2012 the Planning Commission made the required findings 

and recommended that the Board of Supervisors approve Clarifying General Plan Amendment 12-003 (b) 

(the “proposed action”). 

 

III. BACKGROUND AND PROPOSED ACTION 

Section 15.070(B)(1)(d) of the Land Use Element of the Mono County General Plan contains a Land 

Development Regulation establishing a 500-foot setback from any surface water course shown as a 

blue, or dotted blue-line stream on a USGS topographical map, for geothermal development occurring 

within the Hot Creek Buffer Zone.   

Chapter 33 of the Mono County General Plan authorizes the Planning Commission to grant variances 

from any Land Development Regulation upon the making of specified findings.  Objective D, Policy 

1, Action 1.13 of the Energy Resources section of the Mono County General Plan Conservation and 

Open Space Element restates the setback established by section 15.070(B)(1)(d) as an action taken by 

the County to further the General Plan policy of protecting hydrologic resources and water quality and 

quantity in the siting and operation of geothermal projects within the Hot Creek Buffer Zone.   

In the course of processing the application for CUP, Variance, and Reclamation Plan for the Mammoth 

Pacific Replacement Project,  the County received input from a commenting organization indicating 

that the language of Action 1.13 was being interpreted by the commenter as re-imposing the 500-foot 

setback established by Section 15.070(B)(1)(d) as an independent requirement of the Conservation and 

Open Space Element.  It was asserted that no variance may be granted to the setback, since doing so 

would then be “in conflict” with the Conservation and Open Space Element. 

This interpretation is inconsistent with the County’s historical interpretation of its General Plan, and 

reflects neither the intent nor purpose of the County in including Action 1.13 in the Conservation and 

Open Space Element.  The proposed clarifying General Plan Amendment would make clear the County’s 

interpretation of its own General Plan and address the concerns expressed by the commenter. 

 

http://www.monocounty.ca.gov/
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IV. ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW  

The FEIR for the Mammoth Pacific Replacement Project, which analyzes the impacts of the proposed 

clarifying amendment, was certified and adopted by the Planning Commission following a duly noticed 

public hearing held on October 11, 2012.  That approval was appealed to your Board. If the Board, 

following the appeal hearing, has upheld the Planning Commission’s actions and certified the FEIR, then 

that document will provide the environmental review for the proposed action as required by CEQA.   

 

The proposed General Plan Clarifying Amendment would not result in any significant impact to the 

environment. As discussed in the FEIR, pursuant to General Plan Chapter 33, a variance from the setback 

established by Section 15.070(B)(1)(d) may not be granted unless it is found, based on substantial 

evidence in the record, that to do so would not be detrimental to the public welfare or injurious to 

property or improvements in the area in which the property is situated (among other findings).  In 

addition, the Mono County General Plan prohibits outright geothermal development within the Casa 

Diablo portion of the Hot Creek Buffer zone if such development would have a significant impact on the 

environment.  Accordingly, no variance may be granted to the setback established by Section 

15.070(B)(1)(d) unless there would be no significant environmental impacts (within the Casa Diablo 

area)  or injury to property (applicable throughout the Hot Creek Buffer Zone).  Therefore, any project for 

which a variance is sought could only be approved by the County if potential impacts to hydrologic 

resources and water quality and quantity are mitigated to less than significant levels.  Finally, there is in 

fact only one additional private parcel within the Hot Creek Buffer Zone which is not within the Casa 

Diablo area (where significant impacts are prohibited) and that property contains sufficient size and area 

(and lacks unique geologic, topographic, or other conditions which would warrant the granting of a 

variance) to accommodate geothermal development without need (or justification) for a variance.   

 

The Planning Commission conditionally approved a variance from this setback requirement for the 

Mammoth Pacific Replacement Project (i.e., on the one property within the area where the criteria for a 

variance exist).  As mentioned, the FEIR addressed the impacts of that variance and determined that no 

significant impacts would result, due to design features of the proposed M-1 Plant which would protect 

hydrologic features and water quality and quantity.  In addition, the M-1 Plant would be located further 

from the mapped blue-line stream than the existing MP-1 Plant which would be decommissioned by the 

Project.   

 

The variance approval issued by the Planning Commission will take effect only upon the Board clarifying 

the questioned provisions of the General Plan (i.e., the meaning and intent of Action 1.13 of the 

Conservation and Open Space Element).  The Board could do this through simple minute motion 

providing clarification, but the Planning Commission has recommended that a clarifying General Plan 

Amendment be adopted to finally resolve the issue. 

 

V. ENCLOSURES  

1. Proposed Resolution adopting GPA 12-003(b) (including Exhibit A) 

2. A copy of the Resolution adopted by the Planning Commission and recommending GPA 12-003(b) is 

included in your packet in conjunction with the appeals of the Planning Commission’s action. 

3. The FEIR for the Mammoth Pacific Replacement Project (including the RDEIR, the RDEIR2, and the 

FEIR) was previously provided. 
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RESOLUTION R12-__ 

 
A RESOLUTION OF THE MONO COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS  

ADOPTING GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT 12-003(b) 

CLARIFYING AND STATING PROVISIONS OF THE MONO COUNTY GENERAL 

PLAN RELATED TO SETBACKS FROM SURFACE WATER COURSES 

APPLICABLE TO GEOTHERMAL DEVELOPMENT WITHIN THE  

HOT CREEK BUFFER ZONE 

WHEREAS, Section 15.070(B)(1)(d) of the Land Use Element of the Mono County General 

Plan establishes a 500-foot setback from any surface water course shown as a blue, or dotted blue-line 

stream on a USGS topographical map, for geothermal development occurring within the Hot Creek 

Buffer Zone; and 

WHEREAS, Chapter 33 of the Mono County General Plan authorizes the Planning Commission to 

grant variances from any Land Development Regulation within the Land Use Element, upon the making of 

specified findings; and 

WHEREAS, Objective D, Policy 1, Action 1.13 of the Energy Resources section of the Mono 

County General Plan Conservation and Open Space Element recites the setback established by section 

15.070(B)(1)(d) as an action taken by the County to further the General Plan policy of protecting hydrologic 

resources and water quality and quantity in the siting and operation of geothermal projects; and 

WHEREAS,  the County has received input that the language of Action 1.13 is being interpreted as 

re-imposing the 500-foot setback imposed by Section 15.070(B)(1)(d) as a “requirement” of the 

Conservation and Open Space Element, ineligible for variance under Chapter 33; and 

WHEREAS, such interpretation is inconsistent with the County’s historical interpretation of its 

General Plan, and reflects neither the intent nor purpose of the County in including Action 1.13 in the 

Conservation and Open Space Element; and 

WHEREAS, accordingly, the Board of Supervisors wishes to clarify the language of Action 1.13 

(and Section 15.070(B)(1)(d)) through the adoption of General Plan Amendment (GPA) 12-003(b) (the 

“proposed action”); and 

WHEREAS, Mono County has caused to be prepared a Final Environmental Impact Report 

(FEIR), consisting of the RDEIR, the RDEIR2 and the Final EIR, analyzing the potential impacts of the 

proposed action pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (SCH# 2011022020); and  

WHEREAS, the Mono County Planning Commission did, on October 11, 2012,  hold a properly 

noticed and advertised public hearing to hear all testimony relevant to the proposed action and recommended 

that the Board of Supervisors approve GPA 12-003(b); and   

 NOW, THEREFORE, Mono County Board of Supervisors hereby FINDS and 

RESOLVES that: 
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1. An FEIR was completed for the proposed action in compliance with CEQA; and 

 

2. The FEIR was presented to the Board of Supervisors, which is the decision maker with 

respect to the appeal; and  

 

3. The Board of Supervisors reviewed and considered the information contained in the FEIR, which 

reflects the lead agency’s independent judgment and analysis; and 

 

4. The analysis in FEIR demonstrates that no significant impact to the environment would result from 

the proposed action; and 

 

5. The Mono County Board of Supervisors did previously certify and adopt the FEIR.  

 

 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT, the Mono County Board of Supervisors hereby approves 

GPA 12-003(b) in the form recommended by the Planning Commission and as set forth in Exhibit 

A to this resolution, which is attached hereto and incorporated by this reference, clarifying and 

stating provisions of the Mono County General Plan related to setbacks from a surface watercourse 

applicable to geothermal development within the Hot Creek Buffer Zone.  

  

PASSED AND ADOPTED this 13th day of November, 2012, by the following vote of the Board 

of Supervisors, County of Mono: 

 

 AYES :   

 

 NOES :  

 

 ABSENT :  

 

 ABSTAIN :  

 

                    ________________________________ 

       Vikki Magee-Bauer, Chair 

  

 

 

 

ATTEST:      APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

 

 

____________________________   _______________________________              

Lynda Roberts                                                             Marshall S. Rudolph  

Clerk of the Board County Counsel 

 



EXHIBIT A 

 

General Plan Amendment 12-003(b) 
 

New language shown in underline, language to be deleted is shown in strikethrough, and the Planning 

Commission’s recommended modifications are shown in redline: 

 

Land Use Element 

Land Development Regulations 

15.070 Development Standards. 

 

The following minimum development standards shall apply to all projects in the Resource Extraction 

Designation unless a variance is granted in accordance with Chapter 33 or amended through the “Specific 

Plan” process. Other standards or conditions identified during the use permit process may also apply. 

 

A. Lot Size and District Area. 

 

The minimum lot size and district area shall be 40 acres or a quarter, quarter section, with the 

exception of patent and/or historical mining claims and "vested operations" which shall be considered 

on a case by case basis. Minimum lot size and district area may be reduced in 

conformance to the "Development Plan" or "Specific Plan" process. 

 

B. Setbacks. 

 

 1. No processing equipment or facilities shall be located and no resource development 

 shall occur within the following minimum horizontal setbacks: 

a. One hundred (100) feet from any interior public street or highway unless the 

Public Works Director determines that a lesser distance would be acceptable. 

b. One hundred (100) feet from any exterior property line. 

c. Five hundred (500) feet from any adjacent private dwelling, institution, school, 

or other building or location used for public assemblage. 

d. No geothermal development located within the Hot Creek Buffer Zone shall 

occur within 500 feet on either side of a surface watercourse (as indicated by a 

solid or broken blue line on U.S. Geological Survey 7.5- or 15-minute series 

topographic maps). 

 

Conservation and Open Space Element 

Energy Resources, Objective D, Policy 1 

 

Action 1.13: No geothermal development located within the Hot Creek Buffer Zone shall occur The 

County has adopted land development regulations for geothermal development within 500 feet on 

either side of a surface watercourse (as indicated by a solid or broken blue line on U.S. Geological 

Survey 7.5- or 15-minute series topographic maps) within the Hot Creek Buffer Zone (See Mono 

County Land Development Regulations, Chapter 15, section 15.070(B)(1)(d) ,) which are subject to 

variance only in accordance with Chapter 33 of the Mono County General Plan. 
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County Counsel 

Marshall Rudolph 

 

Assistant County Counsel 

Stacey Simon 

 

Deputy County Counsels 
Tara McKenzie 

John-Carl Vallejo 

OFFICE OF THE 

COUNTY COUNSEL 
Mono County 

South County Offices 
P.O. BOX 2415 

MAMMOTH LAKES, CALIFORNIA 93546 

Telephone 

760-924-1700 

 

Facsimile 

760-924-1701 
 

Legal Assistant 

Michelle Robinson 

 

To:  Board of Supervisors 
 
From:  Stacey Simon 
 
Date:  November 13, 2012 
 
Re:  Deed Restriction and Agreement/Foster 
 

Recommendation 
 

Approve and authorize the Chair to sign and the Clerk to Record, a Deed 
Restriction, Covenant, and Agreement between Mono County and the property 
owner restricting the use of APN 016-186-007, located at  4835 Highway 395 in 
the Down Canyon area of June Lake to residential and transient rental uses. 
 
Fiscal Impact 
  
 None.  
 
Discussion 
 
 The property owner desires to restrict his property as described in the 
Deed Restriction, Covenant, and Agreement provided in the Board’s packet.  He 
has signed and had notarized a copy of the Agreement, including a legal 
description of the property, which will be available at your meeting. 
 
 If you have any questions regarding this item prior to your meeting, 
please call me at 924-1704. 
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RECORDING REQUESTED BY AND 

WHEN RECORDED RETURN TO: 

Stacey Simon 

Office of the Mono County Counsel 

P.O. Box 2415 

Mammoth Lakes, CA 93546 

 

APN # 016-186-007 

 

DEED RESTRICTION, COVENANT, AND AGREEMENT 

___________________________________________________________________________ 

 

THIS DEED RESTRICTION, COVENANT, AND AGREEMENT is made this    day of        

            ,  2012, by Robert Foster having an address at 4835 Highway 158, in June Lake, CA 93529 

(AProperty Owner@), in favor of the County of Mono, a political subdivision of the State of California 

(ACounty@). 

 

WITNESSETH 

 

WHEREAS, Property Owner is the sole owner in fee simple of certain real property consisting of 

a home located at 4835 Highway 158, in June Lake, Mono County, California, APN 016-186-

007, more particularly described in Exhibit A, attached hereto and incorporated by this reference 

(the AProperty@); and  

 

WHEREAS, the Property having heretofore been designated Single Family Residential pursuant 

to the Land Use Element of the Mono County General Plan (“General Plan”); and 

 

WHEREAS, Property Owner has applied to County for an amendment to the General Plan to 

change the Property=s land use designation to ACommercial Lodging-High,@ so that the 

Property can be operated as a transient rental; and  

 

WHEREAS, County Planning Commission has issued a conditional use permit (ACUP@) to 

Property Owner for the purpose of approving of the use of the Property as a transient rental, 

effective only upon the Property being designated as Commercial Lodging-High pursuant to 

Mono County General Plan; and  

 

WHEREAS, Property Owner desires, provided that the Property is designated by County as 

Commercial Lodging-High, to restrict the Property so that it may be used only as a transient 

rental, unless Property Owner or its successor applies for and is duly approved by County for 

other or additional uses on the Property; and 

 

Attachment A 
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WHEREAS, County is in agreement with the Property being restricted as set forth above and 

agrees to accept conveyance of the rights hereby granted and to honor the intentions of 

Property Owner as stated herein;  

 

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the above and the mutual covenants, terms, conditions, 

covenants, and restrictions contained herein, Property Owner hereby grants and conveys to 

County a deed restriction and covenant over the Property, of the nature and character and to the 

extent hereinafter set forth (ARestriction@). 

 

1) Purpose. It is the purpose of this Restriction to assure that the Property will be used only 

as a single family residence, or as a transient rental subject to the applicable CUP, and to 

prevent any use of the Property that is inconsistent therewith.  It is further intended that the 

Restriction made herein be considered a covenant and an enforceable equitable servitude upon 

the Property, which shall be binding on all parties having or acquiring an interest in the Property, 

and their successors and assigns. 

 

 2) Rights of County. To accomplish the purpose of this Restriction the County shall have the 

right to prevent any activity on or use of the Property that is inconsistent with the purpose of this 

Restriction. 

 

3) Reserved Rights. Property Owner reserves to itself and its personal representatives, 

heirs, successors, lessees, and assigns, all rights accruing from its ownership of the Property, 

including the right to engage in or permit or invite others to engage in all uses of the Property 

that are not expressly prohibited herein and are not inconsistent with the purpose of the 

Restriction. 

 

4) County=s Remedy.  If County determines that Property Owner is in violation of the terms 

of this Restriction or that a violation is threatened, County shall give written notice to Property 

Owner of such violation and demand corrective action sufficient to cure the violation.  If Property 

Owner fails to cure the violation within 30 days after the receipt of notice thereof from County, 

County may bring an action at law or in equity in a court of competent jurisdiction to enforce the 

terms of this Restriction or otherwise enforce this agreement as provided by law.   

 

5)      Costs of Enforcement.  Any costs incurred by County in enforcing the terms of this 

Restriction against the Property Owner, including, without limitation, costs of suit and attorneys= 

fees, shall be borne by Property Owner.  

 

6) Access.  No right of access by the general public to any portion of the Property is 

conveyed by this Restriction.  

 

7) Costs and Liabilities.  Property Owner retains all responsibilities and shall bear all costs 

and liabilities of any kind related to the ownership, operation, upkeep, and maintenance of the 

Property. 
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8) Extinguishment.  If circumstances arise in the future such as render the purpose of this 

Restriction impossible to accomplish, Property Owner may apply to County to have this 

Restriction extinguished. Property Owner understands and agrees that any such extinguishment 

may be granted in the discretion of the County and must be processed in compliance with the 

California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”).  Alternatively, Property Owner may seek to have 

the Property re-designated as Residential. This Restriction will become eliminated and 

extinguished upon Property Owner applying and becoming duly approved by County, in 

accordance with applicable County standards in place at that time and in accordance with 

CEQA, to make uses at the Property which are further and/or other than those contemplated by 

this agreement.  

 

11)     Notices.  Any notice, demand, request, consent, approval, or communication that either 

party desires or is required to give to the other shall be in writing and be either served personally 

or sent by first class mail, postage prepaid, addressed as follows:  To Property Owner: Robert 

Foster, PO Box 594, June Lake CA 93259. To County:  Mono County Community Development 

Director, P.O. Box 347, Mammoth Lakes, CA 93546; or to such other address as either party 

from time to time shall designate by written notice to the other. 

 

12) Recordation. County shall record this instrument in a timely fashion in the official records 

of Mono County, California and may re-record it any time as may be required to preserve its right 

in this Restriction and Covenant. 

 

13) General Provisions.  

 

(a)  Controlling Law.  The interpretation and performance of this Restriction shall be 

governed by the laws of the State of California. 

 

(b)  Liberal Construction.  If any provision in this instrument is found to be ambiguous, an 

interpretation consistent with the purpose of this Restriction that would render the 

provision valid shall be favored over any interpretation that would render it invalid. 

  

(c)  Severability.  If any provision of this Restriction, or the application thereof to any 

person or circumstance, is found to be invalid, the remainder of the provisions of this 

Restriction, or the application of such provision to persons or circumstances other than 

those as to which it is found to be invalid, as the case may be, shall not be affected 

thereby. 

 

(d)  Entire Agreement. This instrument sets forth the entire agreement of the parties with 

respect to the Restriction and supersedes all prior discussions, negotiation, 

understandings, or agreements relating to the Restriction, all of which are merged herein. 

 

(e)  No Forfeiture. Nothing contained herein will result in a forfeiture or reversion of 

Property Owner=s title in any respect. 
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(f)  Successors. The covenants, terms, conditions and restrictions of this Restriction shall 

be binding upon and inure to the benefit of, the parties hereto and their respective 

personal representative, heirs, successors, and assigns and shall continue as a 

servitude running with the Property. 

 

(g)  Counterparts. The parties may execute this instrument in two or more counterparts, 

which shall, in the aggregate be signed by both parties; each counterpart shall be 

deemed an original instrument as against any party who has signed it. In the event of any 

disparity between the counterparts produced, the recorded counterpart shall be 

controlling. 

 

14)    Effective Only Upon Designation as Commercial Lodging-High.  This agreement shall 

only become effective upon County=s approval of an amendment to the general plan to 

designate the Property ACommercial Lodging-High.@ 

  

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, Property Owner and County have set their hands on the day and year 

first above written. 

 

Robert Foster, Dated                              , Property Owner, 

 

By:                        , Property Owner. 

 

 

County of Mono, County: 

 

By: ______________________________________ 

Its: ______________________________________.  

 

Schedule of Exhibits:  A - Legal Description of Property Subject to Restriction.  
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Mono County 

Community Development Department 
            P.O. Box 347 
 Mammoth Lakes, CA  93546 

(760) 924-1800, fax 924-1801 

    commdev@mono.ca.gov 

    Planning Division   

 

                                 P.O. Box 8 
                Bridgeport, CA  93517 

             (760) 932-5420, fax 932-5431 

           www.monocounty.ca.gov 

 

Planning / Building / Code Compliance / Environmental / Collaborative Planning Team (CPT) 
Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) / Local Transportation Commission (LTC) / Regional Planning Advisory Committees (RPACs) 

Date: November 13, 2012     

To: Mono County Board of Supervisors                     

From: Courtney Weiche, Associate Planner 

Re: General Plan Amendment 12-003(a), subject to Use Permit Application 12-003/Foster 

 

 

RECOMMENDATION 

It is recommended the Board of Supervisors take the following actions: 

 

1. Find that the project is exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) as a 

Categorical Exemption under CEQA guidelines 15301 & 15303 and direct staff to file a 

Categorical Exemption; and 

2. Adopt Resolution 12-__, approving General Plan Amendment 12-003(a). 

 

PROJECT 

The proposal is to allow use of a single-family residence at 4835 Highway 158 in June Lake (APN 016-

186-007) for transient rentals, as defined in a voluntary deed restriction applicable to the property. The 

project includes a General Plan Amendment (GPA) to change the land use designation from Single-

Family Residential (SFR) to Commercial Lodging, High (CL-H), subject to restrictions set forth in the 

Conditional Use Permit (CUP) to allow operation of a transient rental. The CUP includes requirements 

for future permitted land uses, and is conditioned upon approval of the GPA to change the property’s 

designation from SFR to CL-H by the Board of Supervisors. Transient rentals are allowed in CL-H, 

with a use permit but are not allowed within SFR. Any increase in intensity of use, beyond the 

approved CUP 12-003, under the CL-H designation would require further planning review and 

permitting. Furthermore, the applicant is voluntarily deed restricting the property so that it may 

be used only as single family residence or as a transient rental (see attachment A).  

 

PROJECT SETTING 

The project parcel is located adjacent to similar commercial lodging uses and the Down Canyon 

commercial area of June Lake (See Figure 1). The areas to the north and east of the project parcel have 

a land use designation of Single Family Residential, and to the west and north-west of the project, the 

parcels have land use designations of Commercial and Commercial Lodging, High. It is directly 

adjacent parcels with land use designations such as Commercial (C) and Commercial Lodging-High 

(CL-H) that are all intended to promote commercial uses, including transient rentals. Along Highway 

158, to the west, is the Four Seasons, Carson Peak Inn and the Hideaway Condos.  

http://www.monocounty.ca.gov/
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Figure 1 

Project 

Location 
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BACKGROUND 

The applicant has voluntarily prepared and will record a deed restriction limiting the use of the 

property so that it may be used only as a transient rental. The deed restriction ensures that the 

property will not be used for additional commercial purposes or higher density uses, unless the 

property owner or its successor applies for and is duly approved by County for other or 

additional uses on the Property. 

 
GENERAL PLAN CONSISTENCY 

The following discusses major components of the proposal, reviews their conformity with Mono 

County’s General Plan and Planning Commission requirements, and recommends options for the 

Commissions consideration. 

 

The following excerpts are various sections of the Mono County General Plan defining and outlining 

compliance with the permitting of a transient rental (rentals for fewer than 30 consecutive days): 

 

Development Standards: 

Subject to the General Plan Amendment approval for the land use designation change to Commercial 

Lodging, High a transient rental is allowed in this designation subject to a director review or conditional 

use permit.  

 
Com m ercial Lodging, M oderate (CL-M ) and H igh (CL-H ) 

 

INTENT: The “CL-M ” designation is intended to provide com m ercial lodging units for 

short-term  occupation in or near residential uses. 

 

The “CL-H ” designation is intended to provide short-term  com m ercial lodging units in 

close proxim ity to com m ercial/recreational centers. 

 

 

PER M ITTED  USES 

• Single-fam ily dw elling (m obile hom es are not perm itted) 

• D uplexes and triplexes 

• Accessory buildings and uses1 

• Anim als and pets (see Anim al Standards Section 04.270) 

• H om e occupations (see H om e O ccupation regulations, Section 04.290) 

 

USES PER M ITTED  SUBJECT TO  D IR ECTO R  R EVIEW  (D irector Review  Processing, Ch. 31) 

• Transient rentals (rentals for few er than 30 consecutive days) of up to three dw elling 

units 

 

USES PER M ITTED  SUBJECT TO  USE PERM IT (U se Perm it Processing, Ch. 32) 

• M obile-hom e parks (see D ev. Standards –M obile-hom e and RV Parks, Ch. 17) 

• Recreational-vehicle parks (see Ch. 17) 

• Condom inium s, cooperatives, townhom es, cluster developm ents, apartm ents 

containing four or m ore units 

• H otels, m otels, lodges, bed-and-breakfast establishm ents, cabins and other 

uses found to be sim ilar by the Com m ission. Ancillary uses such as lim ited 

dining, lounges and convenience retail, provided the ancillary use does not 

occupy m ore than 25 percent of the project's habitable space 
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• Transient rentals (fewer than 30 consecutive days) of four or m ore dw elling 

units 

• Conversion of five or m ore apartm ent units into transient rentals 

• Conversion of existing habitable space into ancillary uses 

• Parking lots and parking structures other than required off-street parking  

• Construction of an accessory building prior to construction of the m ain building 

 
D EVELO PM ENT STAND AR D S 

M inim um  Lot Area: 

H otels, m otels, lodges, bed-and-breakfast establishm ents, rental cabins and other 

sim ilar uses – 20,000 sf 

Condom inium s, cooperatives, tow nhouses, cluster developm ents and sim ilar uses 

(excluding apartm ents) – 20,000 sf 

All other uses – 10,000 sf 

Land uses on lots m easuring less than 10,000 sq. ft. shall be lim ited to single-fam ily 

residences, duplexes and triplexes (m obile hom es are not perm itted) 

 
The parcel’s lot size is 32,670 square feet, which is above the minimum required lot area of 20,000 square 

feet for the proposed use within this land use designation.  

  

Chapter 06 – Parking Development Standards  
Table 06.010 of the General Plan illustrates the required parking spaces needed for a single 

family residence in June Lake is 3 parking spaces. The residence has a two car attached garage 

and a large enough driveway to park four additional vehicles tandem in front, for a total 

possibility of six vehicles. However, the applicant has indicated that the lessee agreement with 

each renter will only permit a maximum of three vehicles.  
 

Snow Storage Requirements: 

Section II, page 214, 04.300 states: 

 

“Snow-storage areas shall be provided for all future commercial and multi-family (three or 

more units) development, including condominiums. Snow-storage area(s) shall be equal to 

a required percentage of the area from which the snow is to be removed (i.e., parking and 

access/roads areas).” 

 

The project does not include any additional impervious surfaces that require snow removal and 

therefore would not require additional snow storage than what currently exists. Furthermore, 

there is ample snow storage available for any necessary snow removal on the property.  

 
LAND DEVELOPMENT TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

The LDTAC met on June 4, 2012 and September 17, 2012 to review and provide input on the project 

proposal. LDTAC comments are incorporated and reflected in the project description and conditions of 

approval for this use permit.  

 

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 

This project has been found to be categorically exempt from CEQA; a Class 1 Categorical 

Exemption under CEQA Guideline 15301 and Class 3 15303 Categorical Exemption under 

CEQA Guideline has been issued: 
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CEQA Guidelines 15301. Existing Facilities Class 1 consists of the operation, 

repair, maintenance permitting, leasing, licensing, or minor alteration of existing 

public or private structures, facilities, mechanical equipment, or topographical 

features, involving negligible or no expansion of use beyond that existing at the time 

of the lead agency’s determination. The key consideration is whether the project 

involves negligible or no expansion of an existing use.  

CEQA Guidelines 15303. New Construction or Conversion of Small Structures 

Class 3 consists of construction and location of limited numbers of new, small 

facilities or structures; installation of small new equipment and facilities in small 

structures; and the conversion of existing small structures from one use to another 

where only minor modifications are made in the exterior of the structure. The 

numbers of structures described in this section are the maximum allowable on any 

legal parcel.  
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RESOLUTION NO. R12-___ 

 
A RESOLUTION OF THE MONO COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS ADOPTING  

GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT 12-003(a), CHANGING THE CURRENT  

LAND USE DESIGNATION FOR ASSESSOR PARCEL #016-186-007 FROM  

SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL TO COMMERCIAL LODGING-HIGH. 

WHEREAS, in connection with a Use Permit application for a transient rental, the property 

owner has applied for a General Plan Map Amendment and initiation of such amendment is warranted; 

and 

WHEREAS, the proposed General Plan Amendment 12-003(a) and Use Permit 12-003 address the 

redesignation of Assessor’s Parcel # (APN) 016-186-007 from Single-Family Residential (SFR) to 

Commercial Lodging-High (CL-H); and 

WHEREAS, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) this Board has 

determined that the proposed GPA qualifies for a Categorical Exemption and would not have a significant 

effect upon the environment and a Categorical Exemption under CEQA guidelines 15301 Class 1 

and 15303 Class 3 has been prepared; and  

 

WHEREAS, in consideration of evidence and testimony presented at the public hearing and in 

accordance with Chapter 48 of the Land Use Element of the General Plan, the Planning Commission adopted 

the required findings with respect to the proposed GPA; and 

WHEREAS, the Board of Supervisors did on November 13, 2012 hold a noticed and advertised 

public hearing to hear all testimony relevant to the General Plan Amendment;  

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED THAT, having taken into consideration the 

recommendations and findings of the Planning Commission, and all other evidence and testimony 

before it, the Mono County Board of Supervisors, in conformance to the Mono County General Plan, 

Chapter 48, Section 48.020, hereby: instructs staff to file a Notice of Exemption; finds that the proposed 

changes are consistent with the General Plan, including the June Lake Area Plan; and approves General Plan 

Amendment 12-003(a) redesignating APN 016-186-007 from Single-Family Residential (SFR) to 

Commercial Lodging-High (CL-H). 

PASSED AND ADOPTED this 13th day of November, 2012, by the following vote of the Board 

of Supervisors, County of Mono: 

 

 AYES :   

 NOES :  

 ABSENT :   

 ABSTAIN :  

 

                  

   ________________________________ 
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       Viki Bauer, Chair 

 Mono County Board Of Supervisors 

  

 

ATTEST:      APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

 

 

____________________________   _______________________________              

Lynda Roberts, Clerk of the Board   Marshall Rudolph, County Counsel 

 



 
 
OFFICE OF THE CLERK 
OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

REGULAR AGENDA REQUEST
Print

 MEETING DATE November 13, 2012 DEPARTMENT Community Development - Building 
Division

ADDITIONAL 
DEPARTMENTS
TIME REQUIRED 20 Minutes PERSONS 

APPEARING 
BEFORE THE 
BOARD 

Tom Perry, Brent Calloway

SUBJECT Limited Density Owner Built Rural 
Dwellings

AGENDA DESCRIPTION:
(A brief general description of what the Board will hear, discuss, consider, or act upon) 

Proposed ordinance adopting chapter 15.50 of the Mono County Code pertaining to Limited Density Owner-Built Rural 
Dwellings.  

RECOMMENDED ACTION:
Introduce, read title, and waive further reading of proposed ordinance. Provide any desired direction to staff. 

FISCAL IMPACT:
None. 

CONTACT NAME: Brent Calloway

PHONE/EMAIL: 924-1823 / bcalloway@mono.ca.gov

SUBMIT THE ORIGINAL DOCUMENT WITH  
ATTACHMENTS TO THE OFFICE OF  

THE COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR  
PRIOR TO 5:00 P.M. ON THE FRIDAY  

32 DAYS PRECEDING THE BOARD MEETING 

SEND COPIES TO:  

MINUTE ORDER REQUESTED:
 YES  NO gfedcb gfedc

ATTACHMENTS:

Click to download

Draft Staff Report

LDOBRD
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 Time Who Approval
 10/31/2012 11:32 AM County Administrative Office Yes

 11/6/2012 4:11 PM County Counsel Yes

 11/7/2012 4:08 PM Finance Yes

 



Mono County 

Community Development Department 

            PO Box 347 
 Mammoth Lakes, CA  93546 
760.924.1800, fax 924.1801 
    commdev@mono.ca.gov 

     

 

                                 PO Box 8 
                Bridgeport, CA  93517 

             760.932.5420, fax 932.5431 
           www.monocounty.ca.gov 

 

Planning / Building / Code Compliance / Environmental / Collaborative Planning Team (CPT) 

Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) / Local Transportation Commission (LTC) / Regional Planning Advisory Committees (RPACs) 

Date:   November 13, 2012 

To:   Honorable Chair and Members of the Board of Supervisors 

From:   Tom Perry, Building Official 
  Brent Calloway, Community Development Analyst 
   
Subject:  Limited Density Owner Built Rural Dwelling Ordinance 
 
Recommended Action: 

Receive staff report and adopt Limited Density Owner Built Rural Dwelling (LDOBRD) Ordinance. 

Fiscal Impact:  

None 

Discussion: 

At the April 3, 2012 meeting of the BOS, a second workshop was conducted regarding the concept of a 
potential Limited Density Owner Built Rural Dwelling ordinance in Mono County.  At the conclusion of 
the second workshop, Board members had mixed opinions about directing staff to move forward with 
the project, direction was received as 3 members in favor, 2 members not in favor of additional staff 
resources devoted to the project.  At the request of Supervisor Johnston, a draft ordinance 
implementing Limited Density regulations has been developed and brought for consideration of the 
Board.  

The concept of Limited Density is to allow some flexibility for remote, isolated pieces of land, allowing 
owners to construct small habitable structures that do not meet strict compliance with the California 
Building Code.  Examples of deviations from the building code that would be allowed on such parcels 
include no residential fire sprinkler requirements, no heating or energy code requirements, and no 
requirements to install electricity.   

The draft ordinance defines a Limited Density parcel as a “single parcel in-holding of at least 10 acres, 
completely surrounded by federally owned lands, with no portion of the parcel within 1 air mile of a 
paved road.”  There are approximately 100 parcels that meet this description within the county.   

http://www.monocounty.ca.gov/


 

 

As some Board members have expressed concern about unintended consequences of allowing such 
development, the regulations will be considered a pilot program and include a sunset clause.  If 
approved, the regulations will remain in place for 2 years or until 5 building permit applications 
intending to utilize the regulations have been received.   

Attachments: Draft Ordinance 

 

 

 



 

                                             ORDINANCE NO. ORD12-___ 
AN ORDINANCE OF THE MONO COUNTY BOARD OF  

SUPERVISORS ADOPTING CHAPTER 15.50 OF 
 THE MONO COUNTY CODE PERTAINING TO 

LIMITED DENSITY OWNER-BUILT RURAL DWELLINGS 
 
 

WHEREAS, there are certain privately owned properties within the county that are 
remote, isolated and difficult to access; and 
 
WHEREAS, the development of these properties with single family residences in full 
compliance with the California Building Standards Code may not be desirable; and 
 
WHEREAS, the California Building Standards Code allows for the development of 
county specific regulations known as “Limited Density Owner-Built Rural Dwellings;” 
and 
 
WHEREAS, several other counties have implemented such regulations with few 
complications; and 
 
WHEREAS, because there is some concern regarding unintended consequences of such 
regulations in Mono County, an automatic expiration (sunset) clause is built into the 
code language; 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE COUNTY OF 
MONO ORDAINS as follows: 
 
 SECTION ONE: Chapter 15.50 is hereby added to the Mono County Code and 
shall read as follows: 
 

“Chapter 15.50 
 

LIMITED DENSITY OWNER-BUILT RURAL DWELLINGS 
 

Sections: 
 15.50.010 Purpose. 
 15.50.020 Intent and application. 
 15.50.030 Definitions. 
 15.50.040  Building standards; building official authority. 
 15.50.050 Recorded covenants. 
 15.50.060 Permits. 
 15.50.070 Application for permit. 
 15.50.080 Plans. 
 15.50.090 Permit issuance. 
 15.50.100 Inspections. 
 15.50.110 Certificate of Occupancy. 
 15.50.120 Fees. 
 15.50.130 Construction requirements. 
 15.50.140 Fire safety regulations. 
 15.50.150 General plan compliance. 
 15.50.160 Chapter expiration. 
 



 

 
 

15.50.010 Purpose. 
  The purpose of this chapter is to make Article 8 (commencing with Section 74) 
of Subchapter 1 of Chapter 1 of Division 1 of Title 25 of the California Code of 
Regulations, as modified herein, operative on Limited Density Owner-Built 
Rural Dwellings in Mono County, and to provide minimum requirements for the 
protection of life, limb, health, property, safety, and welfare of the general public 
and the owners and occupants of such dwellings. 

 
15.50.020 Intent and application. 
  The provisions in this chapter shall apply to the lawful construction, 
enlargement, conversion, alteration, repair, use, maintenance, and occupancy of 
limited density owner built rural dwellings and detached structures.  It is the 
intent of this chapter that the requirements contained herein shall apply to 
seasonally or permanently occupied dwellings located in rural areas and solely 
occupied as the residence of the owner or the owner’s family.  Such dwellings 
shall be considered single family dwellings. 

 
15.50.030 Definitions. 
  As used in this Chapter:   
  
A. “Owner-Built” shall mean constructed by any person or family who acts as 

the general contractor for or the provider of, part or all of the labor necessary 
to build housing to be occupied as the principal residence of that person or 
family, and not intended for sale, lease, rental, or employee occupancy.  The 
sale, lease, renting, or employee occupancy of owner-built structures within 
two (2) years of the issuance of a certificate of occupancy shall be 
presumptive evidence that the structure was erected for the purpose of sale, 
lease, rental, or employee occupancy.  Any ambiguity regarding the meaning 
of “owner built” shall be resolved by reference to state law regarding owner-
builders.  It is not the intention of the County to narrow or expand state law 
regarding owner-builders who are eligible to build Limited Density Owner-
Built Rural Dwellings. 
 

B. “Limited Density Owner-Built Rural Dwelling parcel” means a single parcel 
in-holding that is completely surrounded by federally owned lands, is at no 
point nearer than one (1) air mile from a paved road, and is at least ten (10) 
acres in size. 

 
C. “Substandard building” shall be defined as a structure or a portion of a 

structure in which there exists any condition that endangers the life, health, 
property, safety, or welfare of the public or the occupants thereof.  Except as 



 

amended by the provisions of this Chapter, the California Health and Safety 
Code, section 17920.3, shall be the determining criteria for compliance with 
the standards of this Chapter and the defining of a substandard building.  
(Note: Any structure or portion thereof which are determined by the 
enforcing agency to constitute a substandard building may be declared to a 
public nuisance and may be abated by repair, rehabilitation, or removal in 
accordance with California Health and Safety Code sections 17980 through 
17995.) 

 
 15.50.040 Building standards; building official authority. 

 A. When constructing a residential structure on a Limited Density 
Owner- Built Rural Dwelling parcel, dwellings constructed pursuant to this 
section need not necessarily conform with the construction requirements 
prescribed by the latest applicable edition of the California Residential, Building, 
Plumbing, Mechanical, Electrical, Energy, Fire or Green Building Standards 
Codes, or other applicable technical codes; nevertheless, such dwellings shall 
conform with nationally-accepted technical and scientific principles relating to 
design, materials, methods of construction, and structural requirements for the 
erection and construction of dwellings that are contained in the California 
Building Standards Codes.  Such codes shall be a basis for approval.   
 

  B. The construction of a dwelling under this chapter is a privilege, not 
a right.   The Building Official has full authority in the interpretation and 
application of the provisions of this chapter, including but not limited to 
determining eligibility of a dwelling proposed to be constructed under this 
chapter and applicable building standards for any such proposed dwelling.   

 
 15.50.050 Recorded covenants. 

  As a condition of being permitted to construct a dwelling under this Chapter, a 
declaration of covenants, conditions, and restrictions shall be recorded disclosing 
the nature of the dwelling and restrictions on its use, in a form acceptable to 
County Counsel, which shall run with the land and be enforceable by the County 
as an equitable servitude.  The declaration shall state that the structure 
constructed on this property has been permitted under the special regulations 
codified in Chapter 15 of the Mono County Code applicable to limited density 
owner built rural dwellings adopted under the authorization of California Health 
and Safety Code section 17958.2; that the structure(s) is not in full compliance 
with the provisions of the technical codes; and that occupancy is limited to the 
owner and the owner’s family. 
 
15.50.060 Permits. 
  Permits shall be required for the construction of limited density owner-built 
rural dwellings.  The application, plans, and other data filed by an applicant for 



 

such permit shall be reviewed by the Mono County Building Division and other 
County Departments to verify compliance with the provisions of this Chapter.  
When the Building Official determines that the permit application and other data 
indicate that the structure will comply with the provisions of this article, the 
Building Official may issue a permit therefore to the applicant, as provided for in 
this Chapter. 
 
15.50.070 Application for permit. 
  To obtain a permit, the applicant shall first file an application therefore with the 
Mono County Building Division.  Permit applications shall contain the following 
information: 
(1) Scope of work  
(2) Name and address of the applicant 
(3) Address and location of the proposed work 
(4) Use and occupancy for which the proposed work is intended 
(5) Be accompanied by plans and construction documents 
(6) Indicate square feet or valuation of proposed new work 
(7) Initial, sign, and date the owner-builder disclosure form 
(8) Be signed by the applicant or applicant’s authorized agent 
(9) Give such other data and information as required by the Building Official. 
 
15.50.080 Plans. 
  Plans shall consist of a general description of the structure(s), including all 
necessary information and details to facilitate a reasonable judgment of 
conformance by the Mono County Building Division.  Due to Mono County 
having climatic conditions that produce snow loads, and that all of Mono County 
is known to be in a high seismically active region of the state, buildings shall be 
designed in accordance with accepted engineering practice. 
 
15.50.090 Permit issuance.  
  The issuance of a permit shall be contingent upon the approval of the submitted 
plans and construction documents by the Mono County Community 
Development Department.  Additionally, the Mono County Environmental 
Health Department shall provide approval for private sewage disposal systems 
and potable water that will serve the proposed structure(s) prior to the issuance 
of a permit. 
 
15.50.100 Inspections. 
   All construction or work for which a permit is required pursuant to this 
Chapter shall be subject to inspection by the Building Official or his/her agent. It 
shall be the responsibility of the applicant or his or her agent to notify the Mono 
County Building Division to have such work inspected. 
 



 

15.50.110 Certificate of Occupancy. 
  After the structure(s) is completed for occupancy any inspections which have 
been conducted, and work approved, the Building Official shall issue a 
Certificate of Occupancy for such dwelling(s) and appurtenant structure(s) 
which comply with the provisions of this Chapter.  The Certificate of Occupancy 
shall indicate that the structure(s) that it is issued for have been constructed and 
approved pursuant to the provisions of this chapter. 
 
15.50.120 Fees. 
  Fees shall be required and collected by the Mono County Building Division to 
provide for the cost of administering the provisions of this Chapter, in an 
amount to be duly established and adopted by resolution of the Board of 
Supervisors. 
 
15.50.130 Construction requirements.   
A. The dwelling unit shall have a room or space of not less than 220 square feet 

of floor area. An additional 100 square feet of floor area shall be provided for 
each occupant in excess of two.  The unit shall also be provided with a 
kitchen sink with a clear working space of thirty (30) inches in front.  A 
separate bathroom containing a water closet, lavatory and bathtub or shower 
shall be provided.  The maximum size of dwelling units and detached 
structures shall be 640 square feet. 
 

B. Fireplaces, heating and cooking appliances, and gas piping installed in 
buildings constructed pursuant to the Chapter shall be installed and vented 
in accordance with the requirements contained in the California Mechanical 
Code.   

 
C. A heating facility or appliance shall be installed in each dwelling subject to 

the provisions of this chapter; however, there shall be no specified 
requirement for heating capacity or temperature maintenance.  The use of 
solid fuel or solar heating devices shall be deemed as complying with the 
requirements of this chapter. 

 
D. No dwelling or appurtenant structure constructed pursuant to this chapter 

shall be required to be connected to a source of electrical power, or wired, or 
otherwise fitted for electrification.  Where electrical wiring or appliances are 
installed, the installation shall be in accordance with the applicable 
requirements contained in the California Electrical Code. 

 
E. Plumbing equipment and installation shall be in accordance with the 

applicable requirements contained in the California Plumbing Code. 
 



 

F. Potable water shall be available to the dwelling site, although such water 
need not be pressurized.  Where water is not piped from a well, spring, 
cistern, or other approved source, there shall be a minimum reserve of fifty 
(50) gallons of potable water available.  Hot water need not be provided to 
serve any structure(s).  The Mono County Environmental Health Department 
shall be the Health Authority Having Jurisdiction to provide the approval of 
potable water. 

 
G. Sanitary facilities shall be connected to an approved private sewage disposal 

system or an alternate waste disposal system subject to the inspection and 
approval of the Mono County Environmental Health Department. 

 
H. All egress systems, including emergency escape rescue exits in any room(s) 

that could reasonably be used as sleeping room(s), shall be in conformance 
with the California Residential Code. 

 
I. Smoke detectors shall be installed in accordance with the California 

Residential Code.  For dwellings that do not have electrical power, battery 
operated smoke detectors shall be acceptable. 

 
15.50.140 Fire safety regulations. 
  A Limited Density Owner-Built Rural Dwelling permit application shall be 
reviewed by CalFire for compliance with Public Resources Code sections 4290 
and 4291, as well as for any other requirements CalFire may have regarding 
defensible space.  For purposes of this chapter, residential fire sprinklers shall 
not be required in Limited Density Owner Built Rural Dwellings. 
 
15.50.150 General plan compliance. 
  Limited Density Owner-Built Rural Dwelling structures shall comply with all 
applicable development regulations of the Mono County General Plan. 
 
15.50.160 Chapter expiration. 
This chapter is a pilot program.  This Chapter will expire and be of no further 
force and effect after December 31, 2014, or after five (5) applications for permits 
under this Chapter have been accepted by the County, whichever occurs first.  
Notwithstanding the foregoing, applications that have been submitted prior to 
said expiration date may be processed, including but not limited permit issuance, 
completion of construction, final inspection of said construction, and issuance of 
a Certificate of Occupancy.”   

      
 SECTION TWO: This ordinance shall become effective 30 days from the date of 
its adoption and final passage, which appears immediately below.  The Clerk of the 
Board of Supervisors shall post this ordinance and also publish the ordinance or a 
summary thereof in the manner prescribed by Government Code section 25124 no later 



 

than 15 days after the date of this ordinance’s adoption and final passage.  If the Clerk 
fails to so publish this ordinance or a summary thereof within said 15 day-period, then 
the ordinance shall not take effect until 30 days after the date of publication.    

 
PASSED, APPROVED and ADOPTED this___day of_________, 2012, by the 

following vote, to wit: 
 
  AYES: 
  NOES: 
  ABSENT: 
  ABSTAIN: 
 
 
      _______________________________ 
      Vikki Bauer, Chair 
      Mono County Board of Supervisors 
 
     
ATTEST:     APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
 
________________________________ _______________________________ 
Clerk of the Board    COUNTY COUNSEL 
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